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ABSTRACT 

The U.S. Array has long been trying to develop a perfor- 
mance appraisal system which allows selection boards at 
Department of the Army to discriminate among officers (for 
promotion, schooling, and assignments), while also providing 
for the professional development and counseling of these 
officers. The current Army Officer Evaluation Report (DA 
Form 67-8), which was adopted in November 1979, is largely 
based upon the concepts of management by objectives (MBO). 

In order to determine the perceptions of Army officers 
in the field concerning this OER , a sample of officers in 
the grades of 0-3, 0-4, and 0-5 from three Army installations 
in central California was surveyed by the authors. The 
results of this survey show a high general level of support 
for keeping the present OER, even though specific problem 
areas do exist where the perceptions of the officers 
surveyed differ significantly from published official state- 
ments and policy. 
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I. 



INTRODUCTION 



A. PURPOSE 

The thrust of this thesis involves the examination of the 
perceptions of U.S. Army officers in the field concerning the 
present Officer Evaluation Report System (OERS). This will 
be done by utilizing the results of a survey instrument de- 
signed by the authors and administered to army officers at 
three local installations. By doing this, it is hoped that 
areas in which common perceptions are held may be identified 
and analyzed. It is one hope of this thesis that these 
common perceptions will agree with recent optimistic findings 
tentatively espoused by Department of the Army (DA). If this 
is the case, then this study will lend further credence to 
the statements and claims being made by DA. 

If the common perceptions do not agree with these state- 
ments and claims, then the DA Form 67-8 system may encounter 
resistance in the future. It is not the aim of this study to 
pass judgement on the present OERS nor to predict its ulti- 
mate success or failure. However, if there are commonly held 
perceptions about this latest evaluation report which run 
counter to the statements and claims being made by DA offi- 
cials, then it would behoove these officials to become aware 
of these differences as quickly as possible. 
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The basic hypothesis of this thesis, then, is that the 
perceptions of U.S. Army officers in the field concerning 
the effectiveness of the DA Form 67-8 Officer Evaluation 
Reporting System are in agreement with the statements already 
promulgated by officials at Department of the Army, MILPERCEN. 
The results of this thesis should either support or refute the 
preceding hypothesis. 

Additionally, where possible, this thesis will qualita- 
tively assess whether or not some previously held perceptions 
concerning earlier officer evaluation reporting systems have 
changed with the institution of the DA Form 67-8. 

B. BACKGROUND 

The U.S. Army Officer Evaluation Reporting System (OERS) 
is the product of many years of research and development. It 
is part of a performance appraisal system that has few equals 
in the industrial or academic worlds based upon its size, 
complexity, and application. 

It is of paramount importance that every officer under- 
stand the purpose of the Officer Evaluation Reporting System. 
Each report is designed and intended to provide useful and 
meaningful information about each officer to Headquarters, 
Department of the Army (DA). This information becomes the 
basis for making personnel management decisions which involve 
every aspect of an officer’s career to include promotion, 
assignments, selection for military and civilian schools. 
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retention on active duty, entry into a Voluntary Indefinite 
status, and in some cases, a passover. 

The current U.S. Army Officer Evaluation Report - DA Form 
67-8 - is the 16th revision since World War I, and the seventh 
version of the Form 67 series since 1947. The purpose of this 
form and its predecessors was to provide a more useful, accu- 
rate, and equitable performance management system, as well 
as to control the problem of rating inflation (Consistently 
placing an inordinantly large percentage of officers at the 
high end of a rating scale). Although the control of inflation 
has been a major goal of these forms, it has not been adequately 
achieved within the last fifty years. 

Even as he introduced the latest Army Officer Evaluation 
0 

Report System (OERS) in 1979, then Army Chief of Staff 
Bernard Rogers cautioned that "officers should not expect 
the new OER form to cure the inflation scoring problems within 
the Army evaluation system." In testifying before the House 
Appropriations Subcommittee, he said the experience of earlier 
evalution reports indicates that the new OER will probably 
encounter high-score problems as officers become familiar with 
the intricacies of the scoring system. Within a few years, 
he said, the Army may have to modify the system to counter 
scoring tendencies [Ref. 1: p.24]. An extensive study of the 
OER system completed in 1972, prior to the latest two revisions, 
reached the same conclusions: 
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"...The adoption of a new report may lower the inflationary 
trend for a short time as has happened in the past; however, 
as has also happened with every form since 1925, inflation 
will take over, making the new report as useless by se- 
lection boards as the previous ones" [Ref. 2: p.19]. 

It is interesting to note, however, that Department of 
the Army officials have said that the current evaluation report 
(which has been in use for three years) is not encountering 
nearly as many problems as many thought it would. These 
officials have said that this form - DA Form 67-8 - is proving 
to be much more effective than its predecessors in providing 
meaningful data to selection boards, as well as in curbing 
the rating inflation tendency. Further, they have also said 
that there are presently no plans to replace this form with 
a new one . 

C. THE STUDY CONCEPT 

For more than 50 years, the Army used the term "Efficiency 
Report". With the adoption of DA Form 67-7, the title of the 
form was changed to "Officer Evaluation Report". This modest 
change addresses more exactly the function of the report and 
of the rating officials. It should help remind these officials 
that they are not simply rating the officer - they are evalu- 
ating his ability to perform military duties and to appraise 
his qualifications for further duties. They are judging his 
worth to the Army in the duties just concluded and in those 
duties just ahead. In other words, they are answering the 
questions "How did he/ she do?" and "How can he/ she do?". 
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In order to try to better answer these questions, the 
Army developed the DA Form 67-8 system. This evaluation 
system is multi-faceted in that it actually involves the use 
of three different forms, rather than just one. It relies 
heavily upon the techniques and concepts of management by 
objectives (MBO). It is very ambitious in its scope and 
design, and is largely dependent on a continual system of feed- 
back and give-and-take between the rater and ratee. A more 
thorough discussion of the specifics of this system is in- 
cluded in chapter two of this thesis. 

As mentioned earlier, Department of the Army officials at 
the Officer Evaluation Branch of the Military Personnel Center 
(MILPERCENj in Washington are supportive of the present evalu- 
ation report. They have made several evaluative and judgemental 
statements concerning the effectiveness of the new evaluation 
report, and the perceptions of it held by officers in the 
field. Although outwardly optimistic, they caution that their 
conclusions are tentative and based only on two and one half 
years worth of data (some 250,000 reports). 

It should be noted, however, that these same officials were 
the proponent agency for the development and implementation 
of the new evaluation system in the first place. Further, their 
office is the agency responsible for the collection and analysis 
of data concerning the effectiveness of the system. They are 
the agency which will ultimately pass judgement on the success 
or failure of the present OER system. It would be natural to 
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assume, then, that these officials also would have some owner- 
ship in the present system and would be interested in seeing 
it become a success . 

Although such ownership is not inherently bad, the authors 
thought that an outside study of the present evaluation 
system might lend even more credibility to the initial, opti- 
mistic findings of the DA officials. Instead of scoring 
trends or averages, however, the authors were interested in 
the perceptions of the present evaluation system held by 
officers in the field. 

D . ORGANIZATION 

This thesis was written with the assumption that the reader 
will neither be familiar with the U.S. Army's present officer 
evaluation system nor will be aware of the historical develop- 
ment and evolution of this system. Therefore, a rather 
extensive historical review of the Army’s officer evaluation 
efforts is included in chapter two of this thesis. The thesis 
then discusses methodology, results and analysis of the survey 
instrument. Finally, a concluding chapter is included. 
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II 



BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW 



A. EARLY HISTORY 

The year 1890 is generally considered to be the date when 
the U.S. Army first developed a permanent efficiency reporting 
system for its officers. However, there were earlier attempts 
to develop a performance evaluation system within the U.S. 
military. These can be traced back all the way to General 
Washington and the Continental Army. When he took command, 
Washington sent out an order that efficiency reports, or what 
amounted to efficiency reports, be rendered by battalion 
commanders on all officers in the battalion. These reports 
were to be used to adjust the grades within the battalion. 
Those cases which could not be resolved at the lower levels 
were ultimately referred to the general for resolution. Such 
records as were retained were lost in the Washington fire in 
1813. For the most part, however, these earlier evaluation 
attempts were sporadic and informal. Evaluation was accom- 
plished principally by way of service reputation. Nepotism 
and patronage were much in evidence [Ref. 3: p.26]. 

During most of the period before 1890 the Army remained 
small, so there was no real need to develop a formal system 
of evaluation. Officers could expect to stay with the same 
regiment almost indefinitely. Thus, their capabilities were 
well known to all members of the organization, including 
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those in positions to make or influence promotions. It was 
common for several members of a family to serve together at 
the same post. 

This early period was not entirely devoid, however, of 
legitimate and conscientious efforts to develop useful eval- 
uation techniques. In 1813 the combined offices of The 
Adjutant General and the inspector general sent a letter to 
thirteen regiments asking that a report be provided which 
assigned a relative rank by grade for all officers of the 
command. From all available evidence, this was the initial 
forced ranking technique used by the U.S. Army [Ref. 3: p.27]. 
The report was to distinguish between those officers known 
to be meritorious and those who were not. One commander's 
response "expressed a hope that his communication might remain 
confidential in order to avoid unpleasant feeling" [Ref. 4s 
p.II-10 & 11-11]. This provided a portent of the controversy 
that would develop in the 20th century regarding the propriety 
of not showing an officer his reports. In response to the 
above-mentioned letter, the first recorded attempt to report 
observation on subordinates was made by Brigadier General 
Lewis Cass in 1813. Figure 1 includes excerpts from that 
report . 

The inspector general often would also incorporate 
remarks concerning the quality of officers in various commands 
in his reports, but little use was made of the information 
[Ref. 3: p.27]. Almost all formal evaluative effort during 
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FIGURE 1 



EXCERRTS FROM THE EARLIEST RECORDED EFFICIENCY REPORT 




y 



y 



y 



EFFICIENCY REPORTS—VINTAGE 1813 
Reprinted below are excerpts from an efficiency report which 
has been gathering dust these many years. Names of the officers 
have been changed; and any similarity to persons living or dead 
is coincidental. 

“Lower Seneca Town, August 15th 1813. 

Sir; 

I forward a list of the officers of the — th Regt. of Infty. arranged 
agreeable to rank. Annexed thereto you will find all the observations 
I deem necessary to make. 

Respectively, 1 am. Sir, 

Yo. Cbt. Sevt., 

Lewis Cass’* 

— th Regt. Infantry 

Alexander Brown — Lt. Col., Comdg. — A good aatured man. 

Clark Crowell — first Major — A good man. but no officer. 

Jess B. Wordsworth — 2nd Major — An excellent officer. 

Captain Shaw — A man ol whom ail unite in speaking ill— -A knave despised 
by ail. 

Captain Thomas Lord — Indifferent, but promises well. 

Captain Rockwell — An officer of capacity, but imprudent and a man of violent 
passions, 




Captain Don L Ware l 
Captain Parker ( 
Jst Lt. Jas. Kearns 
1st Lt. Thomas Dearfoot 
1st Lt. Wm. Herring 
1st Lt. Danl. Land 
1st Lt. Jas. I. Bryan 
1st Lt. Robert McKewel! 



Strangers but little known in the regiment. 
> Merely good — nothing promising. 



Low, vulgar men, with the exception of Her- 
ring, From the meanest walks oi life — pos- 
sessing nothing ot the character ct officers and 
gentlemen. 

1st Lt. Robert Cross — Willing enough — has much to learn — w ith small capacity. 
2nd U. Nicholas Farmer — A good officer, but drinks hard and disgraces himself 
and the Service. 

2nd Lt. Stewart Berry — An ignorant unoffending fellow'. 

2nd Lt. Darrow — Just joined the Regiment— of fine appearance. 

cr I Raised from the ranks, but all behave well 

Ui I and promise (o makt ncelltnt officers 

2nd Lt. RoyaJ Gore 



All promoted from the ranks, low, vulgar men, 
without one qualification to recommend them — 
more fit to carry the hod than the epaulette. 




2nd Lt. Means 

2nd U. Clew 

2nd Lt. McLear , 

2nd Lt. John G. Sheaffer l Promoted trom the ranks. Behave well and 

2nd Lt. Francis T. Whelan j will make good officers. 

Ensign Behan — The very dregs of the earth. L'nfit for anything under heaven. 

God only knows how the poor thing got an appointment. 

Ensign* John Breen Promoted trom the ranks — men of no manner and 

Ensign B>or no promise. 

Fmign North— From the ranks. A good young man who does well. 

I tVnii if|«* Adint^t^c^ral’s School Bulletin. April |942_. 






A 
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this early period was concentrated on elimination of the unfit 
rather than identification of officers who possessed outstanding 
value to the service. 

Even the Civil War failed to produce any significant 
developments in the movement toward a formal efficiency report- 
ing system. While the number of men under arms expanded 
considerably, the size of the Regular Army remained basically 
static, so that service reputation and patronage could still 
play the prime roles. The Confederate Army instituted a 
requirement for periodic reports on all combat officers, but 
it was never really placed in use. This action is significant, 
nevertheless, because it was the first time that any require- 
ment for periodic officer evaluation had ever been stated in 
an American army [Ref. 3: p.28]. 

B. TOWARDS A PERMANENT SYSTEM (1890-1922) 

The 1890 's saw the advent of a systematic efficiency 

reporting system in the Army [Ref. 5: p.291]. Secretary of 

War Redfield Proctor issued the first directive on this subject 

in April 1890. In discussing the principles and aims of the 

reporting system, the directive noted: 

"A record will be kept in the War Department of the 
services, efficiency, and special qualifications of offi- 
cers of the Army, including the condition of their commands 
and the percentages of desertion therefrom, and from 
further reports made for that purpose" [Ref. 4: p.III-lj. 

This first annual report came in two parts. The first part 

was completed by the officer himself and the second by his 
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commanding officer. It was mandatory that the commanding 
officer's report be shown to the rated officer when it was 
unfavorable. 

It is interesting to note that as early as 1891 there is 
evidence that the problem of "hard" versus "easy" raters began 
to be felt, a factor closely related to the problem of effi- 
ciency report inflation. A recommendation was made that 
the officer in charge of the "efficiency record section be of 
wide personal acquaintance in order that he might give proper 
weight to the reports in keeping with the characters of the 
grading officials" [Ref. 4: p.III-4]. There is no indication 
that the recommendation was favorably considered. 

By 1895 the efficiency report had attained the status of 
a permanent system. As each succeeding year passed, the 
reports tended to become more and more lengthy. Around 1900 
the report consisted of two pages. By 1911 the efficiency 
report had grown to 24 pages. In 1917 the report was shor- 
tened to 12 pages for the sake of simplicity, probably as a 
result of war mobilization. During World War I, the Army 
developed a form which became the forerunner of the 2-sided 
document which has been used (except for a 3 -year period) to 
this date. 

Two overriding factors seem to have dictated the accep- 
tance of an Army-wide annual efficiency reporting system by 
the officer corps during the period 1890-1922. The first 
step was the withdrawal in 1890 of officer promotion 
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authority from the regimental commands [Ref. 5: p.291]. 
Secondly, President Theodore Roosevelt (1901-1909) decided 
that too much influence was being wielded by politicians and 
other powerful civilians in obtaining commissions, promo- 
tions, and transfers. He felt the Army should have an officer 
evaluation system which would be impartial and which would 
base personnel actions upon individual merit. Therefore, 
he clearly enunciated officer personnel management policies 
that ruled out use of patronage for personal advancement, and 
he threw the weight of the Presidency behind an officer eval- 
uation system that would ensure impartiality and would be 
based upon individual merit. "If any one factor can be 
singled out as having been of paramount importance in the 
development of a viable efficiency reporting system, it would 
have to be Theodore Roosevelt’s intervention” [Ref. 3: p.30]. 

C. INITIAL FORM 67 

Effective 14 November 1922 the War Department established 
an efficiency report with the base number 711. It was very 
similar to the form displayed in Appendix A. This form was 
an outgrowth of research conducted during World War I. It 
should be noted that the report had no provision for a numeric 
rating, although the Army did attempt to eventually quantify 
the adjectival ratings on the various editions of the report 
form. The same basic system, except for a major change of 
format in 1945, was used until 1947. 
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On 1 December 1924 the WD AGO Form 711 was re-issued as 
WD AGO Form 67. The familiar "67” number series has been 
used ever since. The original Form 67 brought with it signi- 
ficant improvements over previous methodology. Also, as an 
earlier thesis pointed out, it represented a milestone in 
that it brought the U.S. Army's efficiency reporting system 
to the threshold of the inflation problem that would plague 
it in later years [Ref. 3: p.31]. 

During its first few years of existence, the Form 67 
reporting system was highly effective in controlling rating 
inflation and discriminating among officers. The system 
reached its high-water mark of effectiveness in 1924, and 
then increasingly came under the influence of grade infla- 
tion [Ref. 6: p.2]. However, by World War II, what had started 
out as good system of the 20 ’s was no longer serving the 
purpose for which it was intended. Between 1924 and 1945, 
there had been 7 re-issues of the efficiency report form 
with no change in the base number. The 1 February 1945 
version of the basic Form 67 is included as Appendix B to 
this thesis. 

There is little doubt that Form 67 was well liked by 
officers in the field. Familiarity with the system through 
long use surely contributed to this popularity. However, the 
primary factor in its popularity seems to have been the high 
assurance of a good rating [Ref. 3: p.35]. 
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As mentioned earlier, by World War II the Form 67 had 
become largely useless. Personnel selection boards could no 
longer depend on efficiency reports to identify top caliber 
officers. Personal knowledge of officer capabilities, by 
reason of necessity, became a key index in determining officer 
promotability. In essence, the old service reputation concept 
was reasserting itself. 

D. SUBSEQUENT FORMS 67 

At the end of World War II, a major program of scientific 
research was undertaken to compare the relative merits of 
several different efficiency reporting systems with the 
objective of picking the best. The nation's leading beha- 
vioral scientists were involved in this research, as well as 
thousands of officers representing all branches, grades, 
components, and echelons. The result of all this effort was 
that the previous evaluation system and its reporting format 
were replaced by Department of the Army Form 67-1 (see 
Appendix C). This new form was adopted for official use on 
1 July 1947 and introduced three fairly radical innovations. 
First - and most importantly - the form was "validated". This 
meant that, for the first time, a report form was tested before 
its adoption to see if the ratings accomplished by the form 
were related to some other realistic measure of officer 
efficiency. The second innovation involved the use of a 
relative-score scale which allowed comparisons among officers. 
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Thirdly, the form introduced forced -choice items as a method 
of evaluation. 

For the purpose of checking validity, in 1946 more than 
7,700 officers were asked to complete both Form 67 and the 
proposed Form 67-1. To establish a criterion for measuring 
the comparative validity of the two forms, superiors, sub- 
ordinates, and associates of each rated officer rendered their 
own evaluations. The average score resulting form these 
ratings became the criterion for validity. The degree of 
correlation between each evaluation form and the established 
criterion was then determined. It was concluded that the 
Form 67-1 generally demonstrated a greater degree of validity 
than the Form 67 because the correlation values for the new 
form were higher across the board than for the old form. 

The relative scoring system was designed to provide the 
following kind of comparison: after all the raw scores had 

been obtained, the middle score was converted to an Army 
Standard Rating (ASR) of 100. The scores above and below the 
middle were converted on a uniform basis up and down from 100, 
within a maximum of 150 and a minimum of 51. The resulting 
ASR’s had meaning in terms of relative position, since half 
were above 100 and half below; about two -thirds lay between 
80 and 120. This score was referred to as the Overall 
Efficiency Index (0EI) and was computed as of 31 May each 
year for all reports beginning with the Form 67-1 through the 
67-4. 
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From a validity point of view and the standpoint of 
improved differentiation and reduced inflation. Form 67-1 
showed great promise. However, in terms of acceptablility to 
the officer corps, it was a total failure. Officers did not 
like either the relative scoring system or the forced-choice 
items. Dislikes centered around the unknowns in score 
obtained, the fact that the rater was required to check off 
statements that were not complete and meaningful, and because 
there were no provisions for showing the report to the rated 
officer . 

As a consequence, DA Form 67-2 (see Appendix D) was put 
into use on 1 September 1950. This revision was intended to 
address and correct the ills of Form 67-1. Like its prede- 
cessor, it was standardized, but no effort was made to vali- 
date it. Even more significantly, and in spite of the problems 
with the previous form, no action was taken to determine its 
acceptability to the officer corps through field testing. The 
new form was divided into five separate sections. It provided 
for information to identify the rated officer, the rater, and 
the indorser, and also contained comments by the rating and 
indorsing officers. Sections were also included which con- 
tained scored scales on performance and promotability . 

One highly significant aspect of the system under DA Form 
67-2 was the use of an Overall Efficiency Index (OEI) which 
covered a 5-year period. It was hoped that the averaging of 
reports rendered by different rating officials over an extended 
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period of time would facilitate the rank ordering of officers 
for promotion purposes. This hope was not fully realized, 
however . 

Therefore, on 1 October 1953 DA Form 67-3 made its 
appearance on the scene (see Appendix E). Since it had 
earlier been determined that acceptability by the officer 
corps must be achieved, "it was decided to permit the officer 
corps to construct their own form to a large degree" [Ref. 6: 
p.4]. The end result was that the new form represented only 
a modification of the preceding one. The new form was 
validated in a manner similar to that used before the adoption 
of Form 67-1. There is a strong suggestion, however, that 
much more weight was placed on the acceptability issue than 
on the form’s capability to deliver an dbjective measurement 
[Ref. 3 j p. 39] . 

Perhaps because of this inherent deficiency, DA Form 67-3 
gave way to the DA Form 67-4 on 31 December 1956 (see Appendix 
F). This latest form was also a basic revision of DA Form 
67-2, but it did provide some administrative changes. For 
example, the OEI base was extended from five to seven years 
"to lesson the impact of extreme reports and to predict an 
officer's true efficiency more clearly.” More importantly, 
however, this form introduced for the first time the role of 
a "reviewer": an officer in the chain of command who was 

expected to insure that the correct officer rated and indorsed 
each ratee, and that both rater and indorser fully complied 
with the regulation. 
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The development of DA Form 67-5 was undertaken in January 
of 1958, but the report and regulation did not go into Army- 
wide use until 1 October 1961 (see Appendix G) . This re- 
vision was based on substantial studies from 1958 onward. 
Additionally, the form itself was subjected to an intensive 
field test. The need for the new system paralled the rationale 
governing previous changes in the "67” series. It had been 
determined that DA Form 67-4 was losing ground in both validity 
and acceptability [Ref. 7: p.3]. 

The DA Form 67-5 did away with the OEI concept and sub- 
stituted an annual numerical score, dropping the standard 
scoring scale in the process. The composite numerical score 
which the rater and the indorser entered on each form became 
the basis for the annual numerical score. As a safeguard 
against hard and easy raters, rating officials had to furnish 
factual support for each award of the highest and lowest 
numerical rating. The role of the reviewing officer was also 
increased significantly. Most importantly, greater emphasis 
was placed upon performance of current duty by downplaying the 
description of the ratee and instead, evaluating his measurable 
performance of duties. A mandatory counseling requirement was 
prescribed and it was also decided that, as a means of con- 
trolling rater bias, officers would not be shown their reports. 

This efficiency report, like its predecessors, ultimately 
suffered from the problem of rating inflation. In addition, 
the no-show policy was frequently attacked by the officer corps 

and undoubtedly lessened the acceptability of the form. 
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In 1966, an ad-hoc committee of the Army began work to 
devise yet another evaluation system. Its charter was to 
simplifiy the tasks of the rater and indorser in accurately 
portraying the ratee, while at the same time providing 
Department of the Army more concise and meaningful information. 
Less dependence was to be placed on the writing ability of the 
rater and indorser. It was also planned to provide for 
"rating the rater" at Department of the Army, by annotating 
each rater's profile on computer tape. This objective was, 
however, never realized. Nevertheless, on 1 April 1968 the 
DA Form 67-6 was made effective with the hope that it would 
overcome the inflationary trend and be more discriminating 
in identifying the truly outstanding officer [Ref. 8: p.13.1]. 
Most of the changes were cosmetic rather than substantive in 
nature (see Appendix H). As an example, the space allocated 
on the form for narrative remarks was reduced in size in order 
to de-emphisize the importance of that particular element. 

One important feature of the system initially was the use 
of a forced ranking scale that required both the rater and the 
indorser to rank the officer among officers of the same grade 
"performing similar functions." Rating officials were also 
required to show the placement of all officers being compared 
in one of five rating blocks ranging from "top" to "bottom 5th". 
This technique was designed to present a picture of the standards 
of the rating officials. 



27 



The forced ranking system proved highly ineffective. 

Sample surveys showed that about 40 per cent of the raters 
found reasons not to complete the rank-order portion of the 
report, and 43 per cent of the remainder ranked the officer 
either ”1” or "2" of "X” number of officers. In effect, each 
officer, at the time of evaluation, suddenly ranked at the 
very top of his peer group. [Ref. 3: p.41]. 

Bowing to an acute acceptability problem, the rank order- 
ing portion of the report was dicontinued in October 1969, but 
the requirement to place officers in one of the five rating 
blocks with peers was retained. As mentioned earlier, another 
one of the original intents of this report form was to commit 
the portion of the form having to do with forced ranking to 
computer tape. In this way a running average of annual average 
scores (AAS) on past reports rendered by each rater and indorser 
could be developed. Based on what that average turned out to 
be, each report rendered by that officer would be stamped to 
reflect his standards (high, medium, or low). This approach 
to using the form never materialized. It soon became apparent 
that the DA Form 67-6 fell far short of its expectations. 
Therefore, continued efforts to develop another new system 
went on. 

In 1969, the Army completed the first comprehensive survey 
of the overall Officer Efficiency Reporting System (OERS). 
Objectives of this study were to determine rating concepts, 
administrative procedures, automation, rating formats, 
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personnel and cost implications, and areas of study required 
to support future changes to the system [Ref. 9: p.14]. This 
study also looked into the techniques and systems used by 
the military organizations of four of our allies - Canada, 
France, Great Britian, and West Germany. 

The study developed four principal findings: 

a. There was a lack of confidence by the officer corps in 
the value and usefulness of the efficiency report system. 

b. The indorsing officer added little substance. 

c. There existed a need for education and training to 
support the system. 

d. There was a strong requirement for career and performance 
counseling. 

The study concluded that the Officer Efficiency Reporting 
System needs: (1) Organization for acceptance, (2) Research 

and development planning for future evolutionary changes, and 
(3) Automation support, research, and correlation with other 
officer evaluation management tools [Ref. 9: p.15]. 

During 1970, a study of the total officer personnel 
management structure, entitled The Officer Personnel Management 
System (OPMS), was begun. An initial report was published in 
June of 1971 for information to the officer corps. As part 
of the report, short and long range goals were identified. 
Another part of this effort included the development of DA Form 
67-7 for use beginning 1 January 1973. Addressing the evalu- 
ation portion, the report's short range goals were specified 
to be an initial supervisory system, and more automation of 
selected portions of the efficiency report. Few substantive 
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changes were made in the form itself. The long term goals were 
stated as "focusing on reduced dependability of the single 
report instrument for personnel management and to establish 
a comprehensive research and development effort towards the 
goal of restructuring the evaluation, counseling, and personnel 
selection system by the end of the decade [Ref. 9: p.15]. 

When the DA Form 67-7 was inaugurated, then, the earlier 
report form had been revised from the basic forced choice 
type to a composite checklist, narrative description, and 
preferred ranking type (see Appendix I). Personal qualities 
had been revised to read as professional attributes; the numer- 
ical ratings converted to "boxed scores"; and a 70/30 
performance to potential numerical weighting arrangement esta- 
blished. Its main claims to fame were "an overt scoring 
system to combat inflation, the capability of automating much 
of its data, and an attempt to measure rater tendencies." 

Each officer charged with responsibility of rating other officers 
was also encouraged to use performance counseling or "coaching" 
to develop his subordinates, particularly with junior officers 
[Ref. 10: p.1.1] . It is also interesting to note that in con- 
junction with the development of the DA Form 67-7, an OER 
research element was added to the Military Personnel Center 
(MILPERCEN) at Department of the Army on a permanent basis. 

Much like its predecessors, the DA Form 67-7 also failed 
to live up to its expectations. Even though this form was 
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used until October of 1979, Department of the Army had 
announced by early 1975 that this form was going to be replaced 
The main arguments against the DA Form 67-7 were that it 
provided no guidance to the rated officer on how he was doing 
or in what areas he should improve; and selection boards again 
had very little to go on when making promotion, schooling, and 
assignment selections because of the inflated OER. Also, 
arguments were made that there was nearly a total disbelief 
in the usefulness of the OER system; and anyone outside the 
system (civilian) who acted as a rater or indorser had to be 
coached about its intricacies - or have the rated officer 
suffer [Ref. 11: p.43]. 

E. PRESENT SYSTEM: DA FORM 67-8 

The latest version of the Army’s evaluation report made 
its debut on 1 November 1979. This report took five years to 
develop and test, and is intended to be geared to provide 
realistic evaluations of an officer’s performance and potential 
The major function of this new system is to provide information 
from the organizational rating chain to Department of the Army 
for officer personnel decisions, just as with its predecessors. 
The secondary functions of the system are to encourage the 
professional development of the officer corps and to enhance 
mission accomplishment [Ref. 12: p.1-1]. These functions 
represent an expanded view of the importance and pervasiveness 
of the OERS. 
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In explaining the purpose of the system to officers in 
the field, the stated objectives were to: 

1) Increase mission-related communications between officers 
and their raters. 

2) Improve performance couseling. 

3) Better relate the evaluation to performance and the 
performance to the mission. 

4) Increase the involvement of the rating chain. 

5) Dampen inflation [Ref. 13: p.20]. 

In order to meet these objectives, several changes have 
been incorporated in the new evaluation system. The most 
notable of these is the fact that the new OER system uses 
three forms instead of just one. The DA Form 67-8 (OER) is 
used to evaluate the officer. The DA Form 67-8-1 (Support 
Form) is used in the field for mission related communication 
and professional development. Finally, the DA Form 67-8-2 
(Profile Report) is used at Department of the Army to track 
the rating history of the senior raters (previously called 
indorsers). These three forms are included as Appendices J 
through L. 

The first two of the above-mentioned objectives are to 
be achieved through the Support Form. It is used as a guide 
by the rated officer and his rater to clearly outline the 
rated officer’s mission responsibilities at the beginning of 
the rated period. Throughout the rating period it is used 
to update objectives as missions and priorities change. 
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At the end of the period, the rated officer submits a 
completed Support Form to his rating chain. This provides 
them his assessment of his duty description, major performance 
objectives, and significant contributions during the rating 
period. This should assist the rating officials in rendering 
a more complete evaluation. The Support Form is not forwarded 
to Department of the Army with the OER, but is returned to the 
rated officer. 

The OER itself adresses the rated officer's performance. 
Professionalism is addressed by requiring the rater to rank 
the officer on a series of fourteen professional competencies 
using a five point Likert scale ("1" being high). A comment 
block is also included where the rater can describe areas of 
professional ethics where the ratee is particularly strong or 
weak. The rated officer's potential is evaluated by all rat- 
ing officials, but the senior rater is required to render a 
separate and critical evaluation of the officer's potential 
on the new report by using a modified forced distribution 
type system. 

The inflation problem has been addressed through the 
senior rater profile and the DA Form 67-8-2. First of all, a 
profile is entered on the OER beside the senior rater's 
evaluation. This profile shows exactly how the senior rater 
evaluated all officers of the same grade as the rated officer 
up to the time the report, was received at DA. This profile 
addresses the question of hard versus easy raters by enabling 
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personnel managers and selection boards to compare that report 
against the senior rater's normal rating tendencies. 

DA Form 67-8-2, which is used at DA, tracks the rating 
history of the senior rater. One copy is placed in the per- 
formance portion of the senior rater's official personnel 
file. It is also made available to senior raters on an annual 
basis. This particular form highlights the importance the 
Army has placed on senior raters performing their evaluation 
duties with this new system. 

In order to enhance the acceptability of this new system 
among the officer corps, the Army used a wide variety of 
implementation techniques to introduce and establish the new 
OER. A major education program from May 79 to August 79 
included: publication of a Department of the Army (DA) 

Circular, release of a TV instruction tape, tours by DA brief- 
ing teams to major units and installations, distribution of 
the revised Army Regulation concerning the OERS (AR 623-105), 
a training package for resident and non-resident schools, and 
a DA pamphlet for every officer. A transition period from 
15 September to 1 November 1979 was established during which 
virtually all officers received one final ’’closeout" OER 
using the old system (DA Form 67-7). 

The DA Form 67-8 has now been in effect for three years. 
Conclusions as to its ultimate success or failure have not yet 
been fully determined. Initial comments from Department of 
the Army have been encouraging. Even more important is the fact 
that, as of this writing, no new OER system is being envisioned. 

~A 



Ill . METHODOLOGY 



A. SELECTING A SAMPLE 

Before selecting a population from which to sample, several 
requirements were established which would determine whether or 
not a particular population was suitable for study. First, 
the sample had to contain large numbers of officers from all 
branches of the Army. It was necessary that individuals in 
the sample not be restricted to a particular branch because 
this would reduce the validity of the study. Second, there 
had to be large numbers of officers in the ranks to be sampled 
for the reason similar to the one above, Third, the sample 
needed to be located as close as possible to the Naval Post- 
graduate School. The reasons for this are two-fold. One, it 
would be easier to make any coordination necessary to gain 
access to the sample. Two, it would reduce the time lost in 
mailing out and sending in the survey. 

After establishing these criteria, the first choice was 
Fort Ord and the Seventh Infantry Division. This post is 
geographically close to NPS and contains large numbers of officers 
in the grades under study. Initial contact was made with the 
Seventh Infantry Division Adjutant General on 8 June 1982 . 

After hearing what the study entailed he agreed to allow his 
officer population to be surveyed, but under two conditions. 

First, his office could not become involved in any administrative 
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actions relating to the survey. Second, the survey had to be 
administered so that it did not put any administrative burden 
on the surveyed officers, commanders or unit staffs. These 
conditions were accepted. 

He then introduced the warrant officer who was responsible 
for maintaining the Officer Records Branch. This individual 
was instructed to provide a print-out of all officers in the 
ranks of CPT, MAJ, and LTC for which he maintains records. In 
addition to Ft. Ord, his office maintains records for officers 
assigned to Ft. Hunter Liggett and the Defense Language Institute. 
The total number of officers included on the print -out was 1117. 

B . THE SAMPLE 

As previously mentioned, the officers selected for the study 

* 

were in the ranks of Captain through LTC. There were. several 
reasons why these officer grades were chosen. First, officers 
in the grades 0-3 through 0-5 have been in the service long 
enough to have received several reports under the new OER system. 
This allows them to base their answers to the survey questions 
on a larger experience base than would be the case if lower 
grades were included. Second, since several questions also 
deal with rating fellow officers of lower ranks, 0-1 's and 0-2* s 
would not be able to respond to these questions. Third, there 
were large numbers of officers available in the population in 
these grades. If officers 0-6 and above were included there 
would not have been sufficient numbers available to make state- 
ments about their responses. Lastly, most of the officers 
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included in the study have been rated under at least one other 
OER system and could, therefore, make experiential judgements 
on how the current system compares with earlier systems. 

Having obtained a population, the authors then wanted to 
select a sample that closely paralleled the rank structure of 
the parent population. In order to do this, the population 
was first broken down by rank. Then a one-third sample was 
taken from each of the three categories. Following this, the 
samples were screened to eliminate those officers who would 
be departing their current duty station before 1 July 82. The 
purpose of this was to screen out those officers who would be 
in a transient status at the time the survey was mailed out. 

It was felt that the chances of these officers receiving the 
survey and completing it before the 23 July 82 cut-off date 
was very low and, therefore, they did not warrant inclusion 
in the sample. 

The total number of officers in the sample after the screen- 
ing process was 276. Broken down by rank there were 138 captains, 
78 majors and 60 LTC’s. Surveys were then sent out on 23 June 
82 to all officers in the sample. A cut-off date of 23 July 82 
was established for receipt of completed surveys. By 23 July, 

180 surveys had been completed and returned. Additionally, 15 
surveys had been returned unopened because the mailing address 
was incorrect or the recipient could not be located. After 23 
July four surveys were returned completed but were not included 
in the data base. 
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In summary, 276 surveys were sent out, 180 (65%) were 
completed by the cut-off date, 4 (1.4%) were completed after 
the cut-off and 15 (5.4%) were returned unopened. Tables I 
through V show a breakdown of the completed surveys by rank, 
sex, race, source of commission, and branch. Table VI shows 
how well the officers returning surveys correspond to the 
original population by rank. 

C. INSTRUMENTATION 

The survey instrument used was developed specifically for 
this study. Material used to design survey questions was 
obtained from three primary sources. First, Department of the 
Army pamphlets, memos, and letters were reviewed and several 
statements were found which contained information relating to 
how officers and officer selection boards felt about specific 
portions of the OER. These statements were then written into 
question formats with as much as possible of the original 
statement quoted verbatim. 

The second major source of information was a survey that 
was conducted by the Department of the Army prior to imple- 
mentation of the current OER. The original survey was conducted 
in 1976 and administered to 1596 officers. Questions relating 
to performance assessment, potential assessment, performance 
counseling and OER format preference were taken directly from 
this study. The purpose of using the identical questions was 
to see how, if at all, officer respondents' opinions had changed 
three years after the 67-8 had been implemented. 
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TABLE I 



RANK OF RESPONDENTS 



CPT 

iililliilllBI^ ( si ) 

MAJ 

illiS (31 ) 

LTC 



( 94 ) 
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* 

* TABLE V 

* 

5 BRANCH OF RESPONDENT 

* 

* 

£ Infantry 

* iiniiliiUliiiUlllHiOiUiiiiUHUHiUi! (15) 

* Armor 

; iliiliilHiiliilHi* ( 25 ) 

* Artilery 

; iimiiiiii (5) 

« Air Defense 

: liiiiiiiiiliiil (6) 

* Engineer 

; iimiifnnniiniium ao) 

* Signal 

* HIUmmiM (5) 

* Quartermaster 

: minis! ( 4 ) 

* Transportation 

t liiiii (5) 

* Military Police 

* HIUIIU (3) 

* Finance 

I Siliffil; (7) 

* Military Intelligence 

$ mm ( 3 ) 

* Chaplin 

* iiPii ( 2 ) 

* Jag 

: HiniiiBil (7) 

* Ordnance 

$ ip (1) 

t Chemical 

* ilHIBliimiiil (6) 

* Adjutant General 

t m ( 2 ) 

* Aviation 

* iiiii! (2) 

t Dental 

* mmmm ( 6 ) 

* Medical 

: iiHiinimii (6) 

* Medical Service 

5 HHUniHHUlUHUHHi ( 9 ) 

* Army Nurse 
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* 

TABLE VI X 

* 

* : 

COMPOSITION OF ACTUAL ARMY AND SAMPLE POPULATIONS * 

* * 

* 
* 
* 



ARMY 



FT. ORD AREA 



SAMPLE 



CPT 


28553 (51%) 


657 (59%) 


138 (50%) 


94 


MAJ 


15917 (29%) 


288 (26%) 


78 (28%) 


51 


LTC 


11159 (20%) 


172 (15%) 


62 (22%) 


35 



returned; 

* 

52 %) £ 

* 
* 
* 

28 %) * 
* 
* 
* 

20 %) * 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 



*★★★**★***★★*★★*★***★★****★★★****★★★*********★*★******★★★****★* 



[Ref. 14: p.152] 
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The third principle source of information used to develop 
survey questions was a thesis written in 1971 by Major Robert 
Dilworth, USA, concerning officer efficiency report inflation. 

The questions taken from this thesis center around the inflation 
problem associated with OER systems. Specifically, the questions 
deal with the OER system's capability to identify officers of 
little potential to the Army, officers with the greatest future 
potential, and whether the system accurately portrays an officer's 
performance. The reason for selecting these questions for 
inclusion in this study was to examine how perceptions of a 
previous OER system (67-6) and the current system (67-8) compare 
in their capability to identify an officer’s potential value 
to the service. 

After reviewing the three primary data sources, 30 questions 
were selected for inclusion in the survey. Of the 30 questions, 
seven were demographics, one was an open-ended comment question, 
and the remainder addressed a specific area of interest. Three 
questions were included in the survey in two slightly different 
formats. The first time they asked how an officer felt about 
a certain event when he received an OER; the second time they 
asked how an officer felt when he was rating a subordinate. 

The purpose of this was to determine if an officer's perception 
was different depending on whether he was giving or receiving 
an OER. 

Whenever possible a five point Likert scale was used to 
record survey responses. The scale went from strongly agree 
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(rated 5) to strongly disagree (rated 1). On questions which 
did not lend themselves to this format, respondents were given 
multiple choice items and told to select the one most accurately 
depicting their response. 

D. ANALYSIS 

After the cut-off date of 23 July 82, all survey responses 
were coded and entered into a computer program utilizing the 
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). All subsequent 
statistical data analysis was done using procedures contained 
in the SPSS software package. The computer analysis of the 
data was conducted from 25 July 82 until 1 October 82. 

The basic plan for data analysis was to first break the 
sample down demographically to see what the respondents looked 
like. Following this, the BREAKDOWN subprogram was used to 
provide mean scores for questions 8-28 by rank of respondent. 

The same procedure was then used to perform a t-test of statis- 
tical significance at the .05 level. Based upon the results 
of these tests, further tests were conducted using various 
demographic categories to try and identify significant differ- 
ences and trends among groups. 

After looking at how the sample was compared, the survey 
data was then compared to the earlier findings of the three 
principal data sources. The responses of officers in the 
current sample were compared question by question to the results 
of the earlier studies to try and identify whether major 
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differences existed in the perceptions of the different groups. 
The results of the data analysis are presented in detail in 
the following chapter. 



IV. RESULTS. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 



A. GENERAL 

As mentioned earlier, the survey instrument used to gather 
data for this thesis consisted of 30 questions. The first five 
of these were basic demographic questions, the results of which 
were addressed at the end of the previous chapter. Question 
6 and 7 also sought to gather background information on each 
of the respondents. They will be addressed shortly. Questions 
8 through 26 pertained to a specific portion or aspect of the 
present Officer Evaluation Report System (DA Form 67-8). They 
were answered using a five point Likert scale ranging from 5 
(strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree). Questions 27 
through 29 also addressed specific areas of interest, but 
they did not lend themselves to using the Likert scale format. 

For these questions respondents were given multiple choice items 
and told to select the one most accurately depicting their 
response. Finally, question 30 requested that respondents use 
the back of the last page of the survey for any comments they 
might wish to make concerning the questionnaire itself or the 
Army's OER system. Slightly over 30 percent of these respondents 
did so, as will be discussed towards the end of this chapter. 

The authors will now address, in turn, each of the above- 
mentioned survey questions starting with number 6. A specific 
format will be used in discussing each of these questions. 
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First, the general area or subject of the question will be 
identified. Next, the entire question will be stated verbatim 
as it appeared on the survey instrument. Where appropriate, 
the mean (broken down by rank), level of statistical signifi- 
cance, and/or frequency are given. 

Discussion of specific points and highlights about each 
question follows the previously mentioned information. The 
reason for the inclusion of the question in the survey is then 
explained. Finally, the results of the question will be 
compared with the information source from which the question 
was drawn or developed. 

The reader will remember from chapter three that there 
were three primary information sources used: 1) DA pamphlets, 

, memos, and letters, 2) a previous DA survey conducted in 1976, 
and 3) a 1971 thesis concerning 'OER inflation. Hopefully, 
comparisons of the current data with these earlier data 
resources will enable the authors to gain added insight into 
the present OER situation, and will result in more valid and 
far-reaching conclusions. 

The format as discussed above will be used for each of the 
survey questions except the last one, which solicited additional 
respondent comments. This "comments” question will be handled 
separately by highlighting common areas of concern, referencing 
certain specific comments, and trying to relate the data to 
the results of earlier questions. 
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Before addressing the specific results from each of the 
individual questions, the reader will note that a summary table 
of means broken down by rank is included in Table VII. It 
should also be noted that the respective questions are listed 
by their appropriate number and description. This table will 
serve as a ready reference for the reader as he proceeds 
through the remainder of this chapter. 

B. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

In comparing the results of this study to earlier studies 
it was at times necessary to group data into categories used 
in the earlier works. For example, the survey conducted by 
DA in 1976 prior to implementation of the current OER system 
presented its findings by company grade and field grade 
categories as opposed to by individual ranks. In an attempt 
to allow comparisons between the two studies, 0-3 results have 
been equated to company grade and 0-4 and 0-5 results have 
been equated to field grade. This procedure was necessary only 
on questions 10, 11, 26, 27 and 29. 

Another adjustment was made to allow for comparisions 
between this study and an earlier study by Dilworth. The 
convention used was to equate the responses "Strongly Agree" 
and "Agree" to "Yes", and "Strongly Disagree" and "Disagree" 
to "No". This procedure was necessary on questions 18, 20 and 
21. Also in the Dillworth thesis the data is not broken down 
by rank so no comparison is possible on this variable. 
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1 



Number of OERs Received and Completed (Familiarization) 



The subject of question 6 had to do with the familiarity 

of the respondents with receiving an OER under the present 

system. Specifically, the question states: 

"Approximately how many OER's have you received under the 
current system (DA Form 67-8)?" 

The results of this question are given in Table VIII. 

The point of interest with this question is simply that 
over 96 percent of the respondents had received six or less 
evaluation reports under the present system. This result was 
to be expected given the newness of the DA Form 67-8. 

The reason for including this question was to determine 
the experience base from which the respondents were answering 
the other survey questions. It can be assumed, then, that 
most of the respondents do not have enough first-hand experience 
with the new form, as a rated officer, to be aware of any trends, 
nuances, or eccentricities associated with this system. 

Question 7 also attempts to guage the familiarity of 
the respondent with the new OER system. However, this question 
deals with being a rater rather than a ratee. It is stated 
as follows: 

"Approximately how many OER's have you completed as a rater 
or senior rater under the current system (DA Form 67-8)?*' 

The results are shown in Table IX. 

The results of this question are also highly skewed 
toward the low end of the scale (just as with question 6). 

Again, this might easily be expected. A number of the 
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** * * 






TABLE VIII 



NUMBER OF OERS RECEIVED BY RESPONDENTS 



( 94 ) 



Less than 4 



* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 



(80) 



4-6 



(5) 



7-9 



(1) 

Greater 



than 9 



* 

* * 

* TABLE IX * 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* NUMBER OF OERS COMPLETED BY RESPONDENTS * 

* * 

* * 

5 ( 100 ) * 

% Less than 5 J 

* * 

* (45 ) * 

* 6-10 t 

* * 

t HiHiniillalHIHilHIillHHIHIHI (13) * 

* 11-15 * 

; (io) l 

* 16-20 * 

* * 

: (i2) : 

£ More than 20 J 

-K * 

* * 

* * 

* 

$ 

************************************************************** 
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respondents have had a fair amount of experience acting as 
raters or senior raters (over 12 percent have filled out 16 
or more OER's), but the general trend again is towards a small 
experience base. 

2. Helpfulness of PER Support Form 

The next pair of questions, 8 and 9, deal with the OER 

Support Form (DA 67-8-1). Question 8 seeks to determine whether 

the DA 67-8-1 had been helpful to the rating officer in measuring 

and accessing the rated officer’s performance. The question is: 

"The development of the OER Support Form (DA 67-8-1) has 
significantly aided me in measuring the rated officer’s 
performance . " 

The overall mean (3.70) indicates that officers feel 
the Support Form has been helpful but not overwhelmingly so. 

This may be in conflict with the source document for this 
question, DA SPOTLIGHT No. 6, Aug 1981, which states the 
Support Form "appears to be making a significatnt contribution" 
to the evaluation process. It should be pointed out, however, 
that a respondent could consider the support form helpful but 
still think of it as not adding significantly to the rating 
process . 

In question 9 the rated officer is asked if the 
Support Form has helped his performance through the joint 
objective setting process he goes through with his rater. The 
exact question is: 

"I feel the OER Support Form (DA 67-8-1) had helped to im- 
prove my performance through the objective and responsibility 
setting process." 
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The overall mean for this question is 3.25 or just 
slightly above the median response of "No Strong Opinion" (3.0). 
This finding is also in apparent conflict with the source 
document for this question, DA SPOTLIGHT No. 6, Aug 1981, which 
states the Support Form appears to be making a significant 
contribution to the goal of better officer performance. 

3 . Rater/Senior Rater Qualifications For Assessing 

Performance And Potential 

The performance and potential assessment process are 

the subjects of questions 10 and 11. Question 10 asks whether 

the rater or senior rater can best evaluate an officer’s 

performance. Specifically, it says: 

"In most cases the rater is in a better position to evaluate 
an officer’s performance than is the senior rater." 

The mean for this question is 4.54 with 170 of 179 
officers (94.9%) agreeing with the statement. These results 
indicate most officers feel that the rater should be responsible 
for rating performance, as is now the case on the 67-8. When 
these results are compared with the earlier DA study it should 
be noted that the same question produced virtually identical 
results. 94.3% of the company grade officers and 94.5% of the 
field grade officers agreed with the statement. 

Question 11 seeks to determine whether or not officers 

feel the senior rater is better suited than the rater to evaluate 

an officer's future potential. The question says: 

"By virtue of his experience and broader organization per- 
spective the senior rater is in a better position than the 
rater to accurately assess an officer's potential." 
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The mean for this question is 2.69; that is, officers 
tended to disagree with the idea that senior raters can do a 
better job of assessing an officer’s potential than can the 
rater. Only 51 officers out of 178 (28.7%) actually agreed 
with the statement while the remainder either disagreed or said 
it made no difference. A similar question in the earlier 1976 
study dealing with the indorser position found that 20.1% of 
company grade officers agreed that the indorser was better able 
to assess potential than the rater. The results of questions 
10 and 11 in this study and their counterparts in an earlier 
study indicate that the majority of officers feel the rater 
should be responsible for both performance evaluation and po- 
tential assessment. 

4. Perceptions of Scores and Ratings on Promotion Opportunity 
The related series of questions 12, 13, and 14 are all 
concerned with how an officer feels certain scores or ratings 
on the OER directly affect his promotion opportunity. The 
sources for these questions were a DCSPER (Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Personnel) memo on the status of the OER system and 
an untitled memo whose subject was the status of the OER system. 
Question 12 asks the officer if he feels that his promotion 
opportunites are significantly diminished if he does not receive 
all "I's" in Part IV of DA 67-8. It should be recalled that 
Part IV is a series of 14 questions concerning the ratee’s per- 
formance which are scored from 1, high degree, to 5, low degree. 
The survey question is: 
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"I feel that if I do not receive all "l's" in the rater's 
numerical professionalism section of the DA 67-8 (Part IV), 
it will greatly reduce my promotion opportunity." 

The mean for this question was 4.30 with 96 of 179 
officers (53.6%) marking "Strongly Agree". It should be noted 
that no officer marked "Strongly Disagree" and only 14 marked 
"Disagree". These results agree with DA. findings which have 
found scores in Part IV to be skewed toward the high end of 
the rating scale. Apparently rating officers are concerned 
that less than maximum scores will have unduly negative impacts 
on an officer's promotion chances and, consequently, are inflating 
the scores. 

The purpose of Question 13 is to find out how officers 

feel about the rating they get in Part V, the rater's performance 

and potential section, of DA 67-8 in regards to its impact on 

their promotion opportunities. Specifically it says: 

"If I do not receive checks in the blocks "always exceeds 
requirements" and "promote ahead of contemporaries" in the 
rater's performance and potential section of DA 67-8 (Part V), 
it will greatly reduce my promotion opportunity." 

The mean for this question is 4.33 with only 11 of 178 
officers (6.2%) disagreeing with the statement. As with the 
preceding question, this finding substantiates recent DA findings 
which say that this section of the OER remains skewed toward 
the high end. 

An officer's perception of the importance of the senior 
rater's potential evaluation (the box check in Part Vila) in 
regard to his promotion chances is dealt with in question 14. 
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This box check involves selecting a rating for the officer 
from a forced distribution scale of 100 officers. The 
statement is : 

"If I am not placed in the top box of the senior rater's 
potential evaluation scale, I feel my chances for promotion 
are greatly reduced" . 

The mean for this question is 3.08 with roughly the 
same number of officers agreeing (76) and disagreeing with 
the statement (78). Evidently officers do not feel as strongly 
about this section having adverse impacts on their promotion 
chances as they do about sections IV an V. This finding supports 
a recent selection board member, MG Louis G. Wagner, Jr., who 
said : 

"...the senior raters in general are doing a good job. They 
are spreading their officers. This does not mean that rated 
officers not in the top box will not be selected. The board 
looks far beyond the box check." 

5. Comparison Base for Potential 

Question number 15 addresses the issue of whether a 
rating officer should assess a ratee’s potential by comparing 
him with all other officers of the same grade, or with some 
smaller, and more specific, population of officers. The exact 
statement is: 

"Senior rater assessments of potential should compare the 
rated officer's abilities with those of all other officers 
of the same grade, regardless of branch, specialty, or other 
considerations. " 

The overall mean (2.72) indicates that the respondents as a 
whole slightly disagreed with the statement. Furthermore, 
there was very little difference among the three grades of 
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officers (captains, majors, and lieutenant colonels) that 
constituted the total respondent population. Each subgroup 
was also slightly below the median response of "No Strong 
Opinion" . 

This stated perception is in direct conflict with the 

source document for this question, an undated DA information 

sheet entitled "Status-Officer Evaluation Reporting System 

(OERS)". This document states s 

"The proper manner for the senior rater to assess potential 
is to compare the rated officer’s ability to perform in po- 
sitions of greater responsibility with the abilities of 
officers of the same grade... it is equally improper to com- 
pare the rated officer’s potential with a grouping narrower 
than the same grade, such as branch or specialty." 

This question seems to highlight an obvious "disconnect" 

between the ideas being promulgated by DA and the perceptions 

of the surveyed officers. 

6 . Perceived Importance of Specific PER Sections 

The next two questions both deal with the perceived 
importance of various portions of the DA Form 67-8. Question 
16 looks at the importance that selection boards place on the 
rater's imput vis-a-vis the senior rater’s input. Specif icallv , 
the question states: 

"I feel that selection boards viewing the current OER Form 
place more emphasis on the senior rater's evaluation than 
the rater ' s input . " 

The overall mean is 3.60, which indicates that the 
survey respondents were in slight agreement with the statement. 
This particular question evolved from a statement in the 
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DA Spotlight No. 6 dated August 1981, which said, "There does 



not appear to be undue focus on the senior rater portion of the 
OER." The reader will note that the survey results tended to 
contradict the above-referenced source. There does seem to be 
a general perception that more emphasis is placed on the 
senior rater's evaluation than the rater’s input. 

It is also interesting to note that the strength of this 
perception is lessened as the officer becomes more senior in 
rank. The mean for captains is 3.71, which falls to 3.63 for 
majors and 3.26 for lieutenant colonels. This trend is reinforced 
by the fact that a two-way analysis of variance showed that the 
difference in means between captains and lieutuenant colonels 
was statistically significant at the .05 level. 

The focus of question 17 is on the rater’s performance 
narrative section of the OER. The actual question is stated 
as follows: 

"I feel that the rater’s performance narrative is the single 
most important part of the OER." 

The overall mean for this question is 3.17, which is 
only slightly above the median response of "No Strong Opinion”. 

The interesting point here is that there are notable differences 
among the subgroup means (3.18 for captains, 3.43 for majors, 

2.77 for lieutenant colonels). The difference between majors 
and lieutenant colonels is statistically significant at the .01 
level (again using two-way analysis of variance). 

This question was also drawn from a statement in the 
DA Spotlight No. 6 dated August 1981. The actual statement 
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said, "Significantly, several of the recent boards (promotion 
boards) have indicated that the performance narrative. Part Vc, 
is the single most important part of the OER." Although the 
overall, survey results for this item tend to support the above- 
referenced statement, this support is neither broadly shared 
nor strong, as is shown by the rank subgroup means noted above. 
It is also noteworthy that the most senior officers tend to 
disagree with the statement. This might not be expected since 
they are the most likely to have had experience serving on such 
promotion boards, or to be selected to do so. Further, it is 
unclear to the authors why such a difference of opinion should 
exist between majors and lieutenant colonels concerning this 
question. 

7 . Perceptions of Rating Score Inflation 

Rating score inflation is addressed by both questions 

18 and 19. Question 18 states: 

"I feel that inflation is not a problem with the current 
OER." 

The mean for this item is 1.97, which is the lowest 
for any of the survey questions. Of 179 respondents, only 13 
agreed to any extent that this statement was true. On the other 
hand, 58 individuals responded "Strongly Disagree" and another 
82 responded "Disagree". The implication of this result is 
clear: rating inflation is still widely perceived as a problem, 

even with the DA Form 67-8 system. 

This question was developed from a similar question 
in the Dilworth thesis which asked, "How do you view inflation 
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of efficiency rating?" Respondents had five answers to choose 
from, ranging from "Overplayed, not really a problem" to "Single 
most important problem". It is interesting to note that of 
208 respondents to this earlier (1971) thesis question, 164 
(78.8%) answered either "Significant problem" or "Single most 
important problem". This compares with- 78. 2% of the respondents 
of the present survey who answered either "Strongly Disagree" 
or "Disagree". It would seem in this case that officers' 
perceptions have changed very little in eleven years! 

Question 19 wants to find out to what extent, if any, 

the rating inflation problem has been reduced or ameliorated 

by the present OER form. The actual survey question states: 

"I feel that the current OER has helped to reduce the in- 
flation problem of past OER systems." 

The overall mean for this item is 3.14, which is 
barely above the median response (3.0) of "No Strong Opinion". 
When broken down by rank the captains have the lowest mean of 
3.05 followed by the majors with 3.20 and the colonels with 
3.30. Even though these subgroup means are still fairly close, 
it is interesting to note that the strength of agreement with 
this statement seems to increase with increasing rank. 

What might be of even more importance is the fact that 
strong differences of opinion were indicated from survey 
respondents. Of 180 respondents, 64 said "Strongly Disagree" 
or "Disagree”, while 94 said "Strongly Agree" or "Agree". 

This large spread of opinion was not manifested in the preced- 
ing question having to do with rating inflation. 
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This question developed from two sources. The October 
1979 issue of Soldiers magazine listed as one of the objectives 
of the new OER to "dampen inflation". Then in the May 24, 1982 
edition of the Army Times , DA officials said (among other things) 
that the new OER "has checked the inflated scoring problems 
that destroyed previous OER systems" . From the results of the 
survey question concerning this point, it would appear that the 
perceptions of survey respondents are still mixed despite such 
statements by such DA officials. 

8 . Identification of Officers of Least and Greatest 

Potential 

The problem of identifying officers of the least and 

greatest potential value to the Army is addressed in questions 

20 and 21. Question 20 states: 

"I feel the present OER system is effective in identifying 
officers of little potential value to the Army." 

The overall mean is 3.34, which indicates that the 
survey population tended to agree with this statement. A little 
over half of the respondents answered "Strongly Agree" or "Agree"? 
while slightly under one fourth disagreed to some extent. 

When examined by rank, the more senior officers again 
tended to agree more strongly. The captains' mean was 3.19, 
the majors' 3.41, and the lieutenant colonels 3.63. The dif- 
ference between the captains and lieutenant colonels was 
statistically significant at the .05 level using a two-way 
analysis of variance. 
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This question was developed from an earlier version 



in the Dilworth thesis which asked, "Is our present OER 
system effective in identifying officers of little potential 
value to the service (Yes or No)?" Nearly 67.5% of the 
respondents to this earlier question responded "Yes". If the 
current survey responses of "Strongly Agree" and "Agree" are 
equated to a "Yes" answer, then the present survey results in 
nearly a 54% affirmative response rate. Such a comparison is 
difficult at best, especially since nearly 24% of the current 
respondents indicated "No Strong Opinion". This additional 
category may, however, partially explain the different affirmative 
response rates indicated by the two surveys. 

The opposite end of the potential spectrum is handled 

by question 21. Specifically, it states: 

"I feel the present OER system effectively identifies those 
officers having the greatest future potential." 

The mean for this item is 2.94, which is just below 
the median response (3.0) of "No Strong Opinion". When examined 
by subgroup, the captains have the lowest mean of 2.79, while 
the majors are highest with 3.12. There is no significant 
difference between these groups, however. The distribution of 
responses to this statement is very wide and balanced. While 
37.7% disagree to some extent, they are balanced out by 34.5% 
who agree to one extent or another. Nearly 28 % of the respondents 
have "No Strong Opinion". 

This question was also adapted from the Dilworth thesis. 

In its earlier form it asked, "Do you feel that the present 
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OER system effectively identifies those officers having the 
greatest future potential (future colonels and generals) 

(Yes or No)?" Nearly 64% of the respondents to this question 
answered "No". If the authors again take the liberty to equate 
"Strongly Disagree" and "Disagree" to "No", then the present 
survey results (37.7%) seem to show an improvement in this 
area with the new OER form. This observation must again be 
tempered by the fact that 27 . 8% of the current survey respon- 
dents indicated "No Strong Opinion". 

9 . Perceptions of Scores and Ratings on Promotion 

Opportunity of Others 

The following four questions, 21-25, seek to find out 
how officers think their responses on the DA 67-8 affect a 
rated officer's promotion chances. Three of these questions 
(22, 23, and 25) are slightly different versions of questions 
12-14. Here they have been restated so that they now ask an 
officer how he feels about his actions as a rater as opposed 
to asking how he feels as the ratee. The purpose of this is 
to find out whether an officer's perception of promotion 
opportunities changes if he is talking about himself or other 
officers he is rating. The fourth question in this group, 24, 
is concerned with the senior rater's perception of his cred- 
ibility in relation to Part Vila of the DA 67-8. 

In question 22 the officer is asked how he thinks his 
failure to give the ratee all " 1 ' s" in Part IV of the OER will 
affect the ratee 's promotion opportunity. The question says: 
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"When acting as a rater, I feel that if I do not give the 
rated officer all " l's" in the rater’s numerical pro- 
fessionalism section of the OER (Part IV), it will greatly 
reduce his promotion opportunity." 

The results of question 22 and question 12 are presented 
in Table X. It is readily apparent that the perceptions of 
all the respondents concerning the importance of receiving the 
maximum score in Part IV of DA 67-8 change, depending upon 
whether they are the rater or ratee. In answering question 
22 » 121 of 176 officers agreed with the statement versus 151 
of 179 with question 12. When the results of these two questions 
are compared using a two-way analysis of variance all ranks 
show that the difference in their means is statistically sig- 
nificant at the .05 level. The sharp differences in the responses 
to these two questions could be partially attributed to the 
emotional involvement most officers have in discussing their 
own OER's versus the "objective" thought they give to someone 
else’s rating. 

The subject of question 23 is how an officer feels his 
assessments of the rated officer’s performance in Part Vb and d 
will affect the rated officer's promotion chances. The state- 
ment is: 

"When acting as a rater, I feeT that if I do not check the 
blocks "always exceeds requirements" and "promote ahead of 
his contemporaries" in the rater’s performance and potential 
section of the OER (Block V) , it will greatly reduce the 
rated officer's promotion opportunity." 

The results of question 23 and its earlier companion, 
question 13, are presented in Table XI. As with the previous 
pair of questions it is clearly obvious that officers’ 
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perceptions of the importance of the ratings they receive 
change depending upon whether they are the rater or ratee. 

In answering question 23, 117 of 176 agreed with the statement 
compared to 152 of 178 agreeing with question 13. When the 
means of these two questions are tested using a two-way 
analysis of variance they are found to be statistically sig- 
nificant at the. 05 level. The differences in the means for 
these two questions can also be partially explained using the 
same arguments presented in the previous analysis. 

Question 24 is the first of two questions dealing 
specifically with the senior rater. It seeks to determine 
whether the senior rater feels a threat to his rating credi- 
bility by continuing to place officers in the uppermost block 
of Part Vila of the OER. The question is s 

"I feel that by rating officers predominantly in the top 
box in the senior rater's potential evaluation scale, I 
am in danger of losing my credibility as a rating official." 

Since this question is addressed only to officers who 
have been senior raters, the sample is much smaller (55) than 
on most other questions. The mean for this question is 4.05 
indicating most officers agree with the statement. This finding 
supports recent DA reports which have cautioned senior raters 
that selection boards have less faith in their ratings if they 
topblock a majority of their officers. This is summarized by 
a comment made by a recent selection board member, MG Oren E. 
DeHaven, who said: 

"Senior raters who placed most of their officers in the top 
box tended to have less credibility with our boards. (DA 
Spotlight No . 6 , Aug 1981) 
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It should be noted that only 4 of 55 officers responding to 
question 24 actually disagreed with the statement. 

In question 25 the senior rater is asked if he feels 

by failing to place the rated officer in the top block of 

Part Vila of the OER, he is significantly reducing the rated 

officer’s promotion chances. The question is: 

"When acting as the senior rater, I feel that if I do not 
place the rated officer in the top block of the potential 
evaluation scale, it will greatly reduce his promotion 
opportunity. " 

When the results of question 25 and question 14 are 
compared, there is very little difference in how officers 
responded; Table XII summarizes the results of the two ques- 
tions. When subjected to a two-way analysis of variance 
there is no significant difference at the .05 level. Taken 
together, these results provide a great deal of support to 
DA findings which have repeatedly reported that successful 
officers are being spread over at least the top four blocks 
( DA Spotlight No. 6, Aug 1981). Another source reported that 
selection boards for 0-4 's, 0-5' s, and 0-6’ s in 1981 had 
selected officers for promotion with at least one OER as low 
as the fifth box ( Army Times , May 24, 1982). Evidently officers 
have accepted DA guidance regarding Part Vila, and do not feel 
some less than maximum ratings will severly affect their chances. 

10 . OER Replacement 

The topic of whether or not to replace the current OER 
is dealt with in question 26. The authors purposely placed 
this question towards the end of the survey so that the 
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TABLE XIII 



RESULTS OF QUESTION 26 (PER SHOULD BE REPLACED) 
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respondents would have already thought about specfic portions 
of the OER system before having to make such an overall judge- 
ment. The question specifically states: 

"I feel that the current OER, DA Form 67-8, should be re- 
placed with a new report.” 

The mean for this item is 2.68, indicating that the 
general population of respondents tends to disagree with the 
statement. The rank subgroup means are all very close to one 
another, ranging only from 2.66 (captains) to 2.73 (lieutenant 
colonels). Of 153 respondents to this question, 67 either 
"Strongly Disagreed” or "Disagreed", while 24 "Strongly Agreed" 
or "Agreed". See Table XIII. 

It is interesting to note that there were 27 missing 
responses (15%) to this particular question. This is by far 
the highest number of missing cases for any of the Likert 
scale questions. There were also 62 responses of "No Strong 
Opinion" . 

This question was drawn from the DA survey conducted 
in 1976, prior to the initiation of the current OER form. 
Originally the question asked, "Should the current report, 

DA Form 67-7, be replaced with a new report?" The results of 
this earlier survey showed that 49% of the "field grade" and 
"company grade" officers (0-1 through 0-6) said "Yes", while 
approximately one third were "Uncertain" . 

In the present survey, only 15.7% of the respondents 
indicated that the present OER should be replaced, while 40.5% 
had "No Strong Opinion”. Over 43% indicated that it should 
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not be replaced. Once again, these results seem to be sup- 
portive of the DA Form 67-8 system. 

11 . Discussions with Rater 

To try and gauge how much communication is going on 

between raters and ratees concerning job performance, question 

27 asks how many discussions have been held during the last 

six months. The question is: 

"In the last six months, how many times have you had dis- 
cussions with your rater about how well you were doing in 
your job?" 

This particular question, along with questions 28-30, 
was not conducive to using a Likert scale to obtain answers. 

The answers from which the respondent could choose were "None", 
"1-2", "3-4", "5-6", or "Greater than 6". The results of this 
question are shown in Table XIV. 

The reader will note that one third of the respondents 
(56) indicate that they have not had any discussions with their 
rater about job performance in the last six months. Another 
45% (76) have only had one or two such discussions during the 
same period. Only nine officers out of 169 respondents have 
had more than four of these discussions. This pattern of having 
few, if any, discussions with one’s rater is virtually the same 
for all the rank subgroups. Over 75% of the captains have had 
two or less such discussions with their rater. This figure 
rises to 79% for lieutenant colonels and 82% for majors. 

The reason that the results of this question need to 
be emphasized is because the present OER system was developed 
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partially to overcome just such a lack of communication. The 
reader may wish to refer to the section of chapter two which 
discusses the DA Form 67-8 for a complete listing of the goals 
and purposes of the present system. The development and 
conscientious use of the Support Form (DA Form 67-8-1) was 
supposed to have bridged the communication gap of earlier OER 
forms, and kept both the rater and ratee in agreement concerning 
job description, goals, and performance standards. The results 
of this question seem to indicate that the Support Form is often 
not being utilized the way its designers intended, if at all. 
This position is further supported by many of the comments that 
the authors received for question 30 of the survey, as will be 
seen shortly. 

Question 27 was taken verbatim from the survey conducted 
for the Dilworth thesis. The choices of answers available for 
this earlier question were either "No Discussions", "Once", 
"Twice", or "Three or more". Nearly 54% of the field grade 
officers (0-4 through 0-6) said they had not had any such 
discussions, while 81.4% indicated two or less discussions. 

The company grade officers (0-1 through 0-3) were just slightly 
better; 43% indicating "No Discussions" and 79.7% indicating 
two or less. 

Although it is difficult to compare the specific sub- 
groups from each of the above-mentioned surveys, the overall 
results of each of them are remarkably similar. Again it 
would seem that very little has changed concerning this topic 
in the eleven years since the Dilworth thesis was written. 
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12. PER Accuracy in Assessing Abilities 



An officer's perceptions of how accurate the OERs he 
has received under the present system have estimated his 
abilities is the subject of question 28. Specifically it 
asks : 

"I feel that the efficiency reports I have received under 
the present system have: 

Greatly overrated my abilities 5 

Slightly overrated my abilities 4 

Accurately portrayed my abilities 3 

Slightly underrated my abilities 2 

Greatly underrated my abilities 1” 

The overall mean for this item was 3.06. The three 
rank subgroup means were also very close to the median value 
of 3.0 (Accurately Portrayed My Abilities). The captains' 
mean was 3.06, the majors’ 3.10, and the lieutenant colonels' 
3.00. The distribution of responses was fairly even. Of 169 
officers, 50 (29.6%) said their abilities were either greatly 
or slightly underrated, 57 (33.7%) said their abilities were 
greatly or slightly overrated, and 62 (36.7%) said their 
abilities were accurately portrayed. 

This question was also extracted from the Dilworth 
thesis. As originally stated, the question asked, "How would 
you rate efficiency reports you have received?" Respondents 
could choose among the answers "Accurately portrayed my abili- 
ties" , "Tended to underrate my abilities", or "Overrated my 
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abilities". The results of this question showed that 82 re- 
sponses (44.6%) said "Accurately portrayed my abilities", 10 
responses (5.4%) said "Tended to underrate my abilities", and 
92 responses (50?£) said "Overrated my abilities". Unfortunately 
21 officers checked more than one response on this earlier 
survey, so that meaningful comparisons with the present survey 
are not possible. 

It is interesting to note, however, that the percentage 
of officers who indicated that their abilities have been un- 
derrated has increased substantially with the new OER from 
5.4% to 29.6%. If this change of opinion could be substantiated 
by additional research, it might provide further support for 
the claim that the DA Form 67-8 has indeed curbed the infla- 
tionary scoring trend of past OER systems. 

13 . Evaluation Technique Preferences 

In question 29 officers were presented with eight 
different evaluation techniques and asked to select the tech- 
nique they would most prefer and the one they would least prefer 
Following each technique was a paragraph describing how the 
technique could be used and its basic format. The entire 
question is too lengthy to present here; however, it can be 
examined in its entirety in Appendix M. 

Tables XV and XVI present the results of question 29 
broken down by rank. It should be noted that due to some ap- 
parent confusion in the wording of the question's instructions, 
only 100 of 180 officers provided usable input. 
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* * * 



TABLE XV 



FORCED DISTRIBUTION 



NARRATIVE REPORT 



CPTS MAJS LTCS TOTAL 
29 9 3 41 



NOMINATION 



WEIGHTED SCORES 



RANKING 



FORCED CHOICE 



POINT ALLOCATION 



GLOBAL SCORED REPORTS 



13 

8 



************************************************************* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

l EVALUATION TECHNIQUES MOST PREFERRED BY OFFICERS SURVEYED 
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60 
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1 

1 

1 

1 
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2 
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8 
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*************************************************************** 



* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 



TABLE XVI 



* 

* 

* 

•x 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 



RANKING 



WEIGHTED SCORES 



NOMINATION 



POINT ALLOCATION 



NARRATIVE REPORT 



GLOBAL SCORED REPORTS 



FORCED CHOICE 



FORCED DISTRIBUTION 



CPTS 

14 

8 

8 

10 

8 



MAJS 

6 



0 



60 



21 



LTCS 

4 



0 

0 



19 



TOTAL 

24 

18 

14 

13 

13 

8 



100 



* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 



* EVALUATION TECHNIQUES LEAST PREFERRED BY OFFICERS SURVEYED * 



* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
-x 
* 
* 
* 
■x 
* 
-X 
•X 
•X 
•X 
•X 
•X 
•X 
•X 
* 
* 

************************************************************** 
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From the tables it is apparent that the most popular 



evaluation technique is forced distrubution; the current 
technique used by DA 67-8. The second most popular form is 
the one used on the previous OER, narration. Together these 
two techniques make up 60% of the total responses. There are two 
possible explanations for this. First the Army has been very 
good at selecting the "best" evaluation techniques for use in 
its OER system. Or, second, officers selected these two 
techniques over the others presented because they are familiar 
with them and, therefore, feel more comfortable with their 
formats . 

The technique least preferred by officers in the sample 
is ranking, followed by weighted scores and nomination. It 
seems that officers do not like the idea of being directly com- 
pared to their peers when they are being evaluated since both 
ranking and nomination require the rating official to rank his 
subordinates. It should be noted that only 4 of 80 officers 
said that the forced distribution system was the one they least 
prefer. This can be taken as a positive endorsement of the 
current system. 

The earlier DA survey conducted prior to implementation 
of DA 67-8 also asked questions seeking to identify the most 
and least preferred evaluation techniques. This earlier study 
included all of the techniques listed previously except forced 
distribution. As in the case in this study officers preferred 
the technique being used at the time, narrative in the 67-7, 
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over all others presented. Ranking was named as the technique 
they least preferred, as is the case with this study. Although 
there has been some shift in preferences over the 6 year period, 
in general officers seem to feel now as they did then in regards 
to evaluation techniques. The most notable feature of the two 
studies is that whatever technique is currently being used 
is clearly identified as being the one most preferred. Also, 
officers’ negative opinions of the ranking technique still 
persist . 

14 . Comments 

The last question on the survey was an open-ended comment 
question which invited the survey respondents to provide any 
additional comments they might have relating to the question- 
naire itself or the Army’s OER system. Out of 180 respondents, 

55 officers (30.5%) provided such comments. Thirty-one percent 
of the captains responded, as well as 25% of the majors and 37% 
of the lieutenant colonels. 

These comments covered a very broad spectrum of topics 
and ranged from emotion-laded statements venting the respondent's 
anger at the OER system in general, to very extensive, well- 
thought out alternatives or modifications to the present system. 
It would be impossible to do justice to all the comments tha t 
were received without listing them verbatim. However, in order 
to synthesize and bring some type of order to them, the authors 
have categorized these comments into broad areas of concern and 
classifications. Out of 14 categories of comments which became 
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apparent through the initial screening, this thesis will now 
discuss the five types of comments which were most often men- 
tioned. Each of these five types of comments were, themselves, 
mentioned by five or more specific respondents to the survey. 

The authors have not concerned themselves with comments that 
were mentioned by less than five individuals. Although this 
cutoff level is arbitrary, there did seem to be a natural break 
at this point which made it expedient to establish this require- 
ment . 



a. Support of the Present System 

One type of comment that was specifically mentioned 

five times was that the DA Form 67-8 and its supplemental forms 

constituted the "best" OER system that the Army has developed 

to date. Several of these statements went on to suggest slight 

modifications to the present system which could make it even 

better. Examples of this type of comment are: 

"I think it is the best system we've had so far. I personally 
would prefer 2 or 3 modifications. 1. A performance profile 
for the rater similar to the potential profile for the senior 
rater. Some rules as in effect now to force a spread in 
performance assessments. 2. No blocks to check in conjuction 
with narrative comments on performance or potential.” 

"The current rating system is the best I have seen. Unfor- 
tunately, too many officers, including generals, cannot 
express themselves well in writing. Consequently, the 
narrative portion of an OER varies in accuracy according 
to the rater. The enlisted EER has one significant advantage 
over the OER. The most recent report is the most important, 
and reports older than 5 years are discarded. In the case 
of OER’s, mistakes made 10 years earlier, since corrected, 
are carried before each selection board for prominent display." 

"In my 14 years of continuous active duty I have seen numerous 
rating schemes used; the present one has been the most accu- 
rate one yet in portraying an individual’s abilities." 



80 



b. Criticisms of the Present System 

A second type of comment, which occurred six times, 
could only be classified as generally critical of the present 
OER system. Some of these went so far as to criticize any 
type of periodic OER system. Examples of this second type of 
comment follows 

"The current OER system is reflective of the entire selection 
system. There is no way that an OER or service record pack- 
age can truly represent an officer before a promotion or 
schools selection board. . .The current system, like all pre- 
vious forms, is inflatable and too many officers are glued 
to paper success rather than true job performance. 

"(An) OER should be cut if a person does not perform, (and) 
set standards for releasing he or she to the civilian work 
force. Those who get the job done should not compete for 
which degree to do it . It's a kiss ass system used to promote 
(favorite sons) not evaluate our job. It's full of bull." 

"We have not learned from the USAF experience - forced 
distribution will destroy the morale of the corps - force 
out many fine performers - future promotion and selection 
boards will use (the number) 2 and 3 boxes in (the) Senior 
Rater section as discriminators down the road - wait and 
see. " 



c. Unavoidable Inflation Problems 

The third type of comment that was rated was also 

mentioned by six individuals. These comments essentially said 

that no matter what kind of OER system was developed. Army 

officers would figure out ways to inflate the scores. Examples 

of this kind of comment follow: 

"No matter what system we employ, we mortals will figure a 
way to inflate it and remain nice guys. Also, there will 
be injustices on the way." 

"Inflation will always be a problem with OER's because 
officers, like other people, generally desire to shy away 
from distasteful tasks, such as telling someone that he 
is mediocre." 
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”In three years the system will again be inflated and a 
new system to beat all systems will be revised.” 

d. Evaluation Preferences 

The fourth type of comment that manifested itself 
involved specific preferences or dislikes concerning one or 
more of the evaluation techniques listed in question 29 of 
the survey. Evidently the officers who wrote these comments 
(nine in all) wanted to make explicit the reasoning they used 
in choosing a "most preferred" and "least preferred" evaluation 
technique. Since these techniques and the results of question 
29 have already been dicussed, the authors see no need to in- 
clude any more comments about them in this section. 

e. Use or Misuse of the Support Form 

The last general type of comment to be discussed 
is also probably the most important. The reason for this is 
not only because it was mentioned more often than any other 
type of comment (twelve times), but also because specific 
actions can probably be taken to rectify the situation if these 
comments are true. 

This particular type of comment had to do with the 
Support Form (DA Form 67-8-1) and its use (or non-use). 
Essentially, these comments said that the Support Form was not 
being used properly, if at all, by raters. Examples of this 
type of comment follow: 

"Although the OER has its share of problems, its principal 
value lies in the support form (and accompanying required 
counselling) in which goals, responsibilities, and con- 
tributions are established clearly in the minds of the rated 
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officer and the rater. Again, this holds true only if the 
counselling is done, and done on a timely basis. I am sure 
that it is often neglected until the last minute."- 

"Speaking with fellow captains from other posts who have 
rated LT's, some raters/senior raters still do not under- 
stand the necessity of the 67-8-1 (Support Form). Without 
that form being filled out initially (30 days or so) and 
updated periodically, the strength of this system flounders." 

"In my view, raters do not use the -1 as a good tool. I 
found the -1 was very effective in establishing goals. Most 
officers don’t fill one out until they are rated - hence 
too late to establish objectives." 

"Current support forms tend to be filled out not when a 
service member arrives at a unit, but a week or two prior to 
his being rated. This tends to destroy credibility in the 
goals section of the form." 

"The present system is the best I feel. The individual 
being rated has input into his/her own report. If the 
system were followed by the raters (i.e. initial discussion 
within 30 days, periodic performance discussions, etc.) the 
system would be even better." 

Although many other individual concerns and per- 
ceptions were evidenced in the comments received, the general 
concern shown for the proper use of the DA Form 67-8-1 was 
unmistakable. Nearly one quarter of all the officers who wrote 
comments specifically mentioned this topic. It might also be 
noted tha t these comments are fully reinforced by the results 
already presented for question 27 of the survey (having to do 
with the number of discussions the officer has had with his 
rater within the last six months). This thought should be 
clearly kept in mind as the reader moves on to the conclusions 
and recommendations of this thesis. 
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V . CONCLUSIONS AMD RECOMMENDATIONS 



A . GENERAL 

The reader will recall from chapter one that the main 
intent of this thesis is to examine the perceptions of U.S. 

Army officers regarding various aspects of the present OER 
system. The authors have purposely tried to avoid expressing 
any specific evaluative judgements about the "goodness" or 
"badness" of all, or part, of the DA Form 67-8 system. They 
have, instead, concentrated on trying to identify areas in 
which officer perceptions either support or refute the positions 
and statements previously espoused by Department of the Army. 
Additionally, the authors compared specific parts of their 
survey results to the findings of earlier research efforts to 
see if any changes of attitude have occurred with the new OER 
form. 

As the reader may have already gathered from reading the 
previous chapter, the results of this thesis expose areas of 
both support for, and contradiction of, previous DA statements. 
Before discussing the particular conclusions for each of these 
areas, however, the authors must caution the reader on the 
generalizability of these results. The officer population 
which was sampled came from three different Army installations 
in the central California area. The 180 respondents from the 
total sample of 276 provided the authors a large enough sample 
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size from which to make meaningful conclusions about the officer 
population of these three installations. It must be remembered, 
though, that only officers in the grades of 0-3, 0-4, and 0-5 
were sampled. It must not be automatically assumed that officers 
of other grades feel the same way as those sampled. 

Furthermore, it would be presumptuous to infer that the 
results of this thesis can be extrapolated to include all the 
0-3' s, 0-4' s, and 0-5' s in the Army. The sample size of 180 
is simply too small to be meaningful for all the Army 0-3's, 

0-4' s, and 0-5' s. A further comment on the interpretation of 
the results is that survey responses are assumed to be interval 
level data. While it can be argued in the strictest sense that 
Likert scale responses are ordinal level data, the authors feel 
that due to the large number of responses they are justified in 
treating the data as interval. This assumption then allows for 
comparisons of means and tests of significance. On the other 
hand, there is no reason why the results of this study could 
not be validated for the entire Army officer population, if it 
was deemed appropriate, by taking a much larger sample across 
the entire Army. Therefore, the reader will have to use his 
own judgement in interpreting the pervasiveness of the following 
conclusions . 

B. CONCLUSIONS 

Based upon the survey results and analysis presented in 
chapter four, the authors feel the following conclusions are 
warranted : 
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(1) — Surveyed officers slightly agree that the Support Form 
(DA Form 67-8-1) has aided them in measuring the performance 

of rated officers, as well as their own performance. This 
support, however, is not strong enough to substantiate the 
DA statements that the Support Form appears to be making a 
significant contribution to the evaluation process and the goal 
of better officer performance. 

A possible reason for this less than overwhelming support 
is brought out in the question concerning the number of dis- 
cussions the respondents have had with their raters in the last 
six months. As the reader may remember, the response for this 
question indicated that the majority of respondents have had 
few, if any, discussions with their raters. The authors strongly 
suspect that these results indicate that the Support Form is 
not being used as its designers intended. Much of the form's 
potential value is being lost because its goal-setting, objective- 
setting, and continual feedback functions are often being ignored. 
This finding is further substantiated by the many comments re- 
ceived concerning this topic. 

(2) — Results of Questions 10 and 11 indicate that officers 
would prefer an OER system that allows the rater to be res- 
ponsible for both performance and potential assessments. While 
officers agreed the rater was in the best position to assess 
performance they disagreed that the senior rater was in a superior 
position to assess potential. This is in opposition to current 

DA policy which separates the two functions, allowing the rater 
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to assess performance and the senior rater to assess potential 
because of his broader experience base and perspective. An 
earlier study had- also found disagreement on the above policy 
of splitting the performance and potential assessment. 

(3) — The results of Questions 12» 13, 22 and 23 indicate 
officers feel they must receive the maximum rating on Part IV, 

Part Va and Part Vb or their promotion chances will be signif- 
icantly reduced. The intensity of this feeling varies depending 
whether the officer is the ratee or rater, with ratee responses 
being significantly higher (at the .05 level) than rater responses. 
In either case, however, these perceptions are strong enough 
to account for DA findings which have found scores in these 
parts of the 67-8 to be skewed toward the high end. Although 
DA states that some less-than-maximum scores in these blocks 
are not career threatening, field perceptions of this sample 
proved otherwise. Unless DA can cause this perception to be 
changed, these sections of the OER are likely to become meaning- 
less due to a self-fulfilling prophecy of inflation. 

From questions 14 and 25 it can be concluded that officers 
do not feel it necessary to receive the maximum rating in Part 
Vila of the OER. No group of officers felt their promotion 
opportunities were significantly reduced if the senior rater 
did not place them in the top block of his potential assessment. 
This finding is in agreement with recent DA reports which said 
selection boards were promoting officers as low as the fifth 
block. 
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Also, question 24 illustrates senior raters feel that their 
credibility as a rating official will be reduced if they topblock 
their officers. Taken together with the findings from questions 
14 and 25, this' is strong support for recent DA reports which 
have emphasized this aspect of the OER system. 

(4) — Surveyed officers feel that the senior rater's assess- 
ment of potential should not compare them with all other officers 
of the same grade. This general feeling was manifested by each 
of the three ranks of officers surveyed and is exactly oppossite 
from the guidance promulgated by DA. 

Comments indicated that some officers feel that this assess- 
ment of potential should only compare officers of the same 
branch, or general job category (i.e. combat, combat support, 
combat service support). Furthermore, several officers with 
highly specialized backgrounds (doctors, lawyers, etc.) indicated 
that there is no realistic way that they could be compared to 
other officers of the same rank in different branches. 

( 5 ) --Of f icers feel that selection boards place more emphasis 
on the senior rater ' s input than the rater ' s input when screen- 
ing officers for promotion. This conclusion is based on the 
results of question 16, which found that a majority of the 
officers supported this view. This finding is not supported by 
published DA reports which have repeatedly stressed that selection 
boards are not biased towards the input of the senior rater. 
Despite DA ’ s attempt to educate officers about the relative 
importance of the senior rater’s input, there still exists a 

gap between official guidance and field perceptions. 
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In conjunction with the aforementioned conclusion, officers 
do not show strong support for the statement that the rater’s 
input is the single most important part of the OER. The results 
provide a mixed response with CPT’s and MAJ’s marginally sup- 
porting the statement while LTC’s were in disagreement. Recent 
DA publications have indicated that the rater's performance 
narrative is the single most important section of the OER. 

While results of this study cannot say conclusively how the 
officers in the sample feel about the statement, it can be 
inferred from the data that there is not strong support for the 
statement as DA has indicated. 

(6) --Rating inflation is still viewed as a problem with the 
current OER by the vast majority of Army officers. The mean 
for the question dealing with this topic was the most negative 
of all the questions asked (1.97). Survey results showed that 
78.2% of the respondents felt this way. The results from the 
Dilworth thesis done in 1971 showed that 78.8% of the officers 
surveyed felt inflation was a problem with the OER then in effect 
(DA Form 67-6). Thus, this negative perception has shown little 
change in the intervening eleven years, even with the DA Form 
67-8. 

There exist mixed feelings concerning whether or not the 
current OER has helped to reduce the inflation problem of past 
OER systems. Respondents generally expressed either strong 
support or disdain for the value of the current system in this 
regard. Relatively few respondents lacked a clear opinion on 
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this subject. The results, therefore, are inconclusive as to 
their degree of support for or against the optimistic statements 
previously made by DA officials. 

(7) — The current OER is perceived as an effective tool for 
identifying officers of little potential to the Army. On the 
other hand, the survey results are inconclusive as to whether 
or not the OER is a good tool for identifying officers with the 
greatest future potential. Stated differently, the DA Form 
67-8 is seen as effective in weeding out incompetent officers, 
but not effective in isolating the really promising officers. 

(8) — By a margin of nearly three to one, officers feel that 
the current OER, DA Form 67-8, should not be replaced with a 
new report. This very strong degree of support three years 
after this OER first came out is a strong indication of its 
acceptance within the officer corps. This result is even more 
striking when one considers that in 1976, three years after 

the DA Form 67-7 made its debut, just under half the respondents 
of an earlier officer survey wanted it replaced. 

(9) — When officers were asked if the evaluation reports they 
have received under the current system have overrated, under- 
rated, or accurately portrayed their abilities, the results 
showed a fairly symmetric distribution of opinions. When com- 
pared with the earlier Dilworth thesis, a much larger percentage 
of respondents indicated that the current OER underrated their 
abilities (29.6% vs 5 . 4 %). Thus, although respondents earlier 
stated that inflation was still a problem with the current OER, 
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the fact that many more officers feel underrated seems to support 

the official DA statements which say that the DA Form 67-8 has 

» 

actually curbed the inflation problem. 

(10) — The current OER format is the type most preferred by 
officers in the sample. When presented with a list of the most 
common evaluation techniques, officers chose forced distribution 
above all others. This finding supports DA statements which 
have said the 67-8 is the best, most effective evaluation 
technique adopted by the Army. A caution is needed here because 
of the phenomena of familiarity; that is, selecting a system 
because it is the one currently being used and thereby posing 
less uncertainty. Even allowing for this possibility, there 
were enough officers electing forced distribution and providing 
written comments about its usefulness to support DA reports. 

The technique least preferred is ranking. Officers do not 
like the idea of having an evaluation system that incorporates 
a direct comparison of their performance with that of their 
peers. Dilworth’s earlier thesis also identified ranking as 
the least preferred method of evaluation. It appears that there 
exists strong negative feelings about this technique that have 
persisted through time. 

C . RECOMMENDATIONS 

(1) — Due to the lackluster results of survey questions 
concerning the Support Form and the many individual comments 
directed at this subject, it is felt that DA officials need 
to take a closer look at this form's usage. It is suggested 
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that a monitoring system be developed which would more reliably 
ensure that the rater and ratee conduct periodic and timely 
discussions and preformance reviews as dictated by existing 
regulations. The authors presume no access to a magical per- 
suasion tactic, but hope that the Department of the Army will 
be able to devise a mechanism that might enhance the Support 
Form to be seen as the powerful tool it was intended to be. 

(2) — In view of the limited resources available to conduct 
this study it is recommended that similar research be carried 
out to determine whether the problem areas brought out in this 
thesis exist Army -wide. 

( 3 ) — The authors would like to suggest that measures of two 
additional factors be included in any similar research done in 
the future. The first of these measures revolves around an 
individual’s self-esteem and his perceived importance of the 
ratings received on the OER. The hypothesis to be tested by 
this measure is that individuals with high self-esteem place 
less importance on absolute scores and more importance on actual 
job accomplishment. 

The second measure to be included in this future research 
concerns how an individual's perception of organizational 
effectiveness is influenced by forced rating systems. The 
hypothesis is that officers believe that any type of forced 
rating system will disrupt organizational performance because 
many will place their own goals of excelling above the goals 
of increased organizational effectiveness. 
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(4) — In conjunction with number three above, it is recom- 
mended that research be done to determine the nature and results 
of such officer competition upon the total organizational climate 
and performance. 
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APPENDIX A 



WD AGO FORM 67-1 JULY 1936 



(USETYPEWHITO? IF POSSIBLE. 
IF NOT. PRINT PROPER NAMES) 



EFFICIENCY REPORT 

(SEEAR8MB) 



OFFICER REPORTED UPON. 



A'a official statu* with respect to you ... 



► to . 



B. PERIOD COVERED BY THIS REPORT months, from 

C. STATIONS AT WHICH HE SERVED _ 

D. CONSIDER CAREFULLY THESE DEFINITIONS. KEEP THEM IN MIND WHEN RATING. TAKING INTO CONSID- 

ERATION HIS LENGTH OF SERVICE AND THE OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDED HIM, WHICH MIGHT HAVE A 
BEARING UPON HIS PERFORMANCE OF DUTY, PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS, OR PROFESSIONAL QUALI- 
FICATIONS. 

UNSATISFACTORY : Performance of the particular duty reported upon or personal characteristic* or professional quail* 
Sections below minimum standard— inefficient. 

SATISFACTORY: Performance of the particular duty reported upon or personal characteristics or professional qualifies- 
tiona up to minimum standard — passably efficient. 

VERY SATISFACTORY: Performance of the particular duty reported upon In an efficient manner. Personal character* 
istics, professional qualifications, or efficiency above that acceptable as SATISFACTORY. 

EXCELLENT: Performance oi the particular duty reported upon In a very efficient manner. Personal characteristic*, 



Personal characteristics, 

• efficiency above that considered EXCELLENT. 

UNKNOWN: To bo used in all cases in which the reporting officer has had Insufficient opportunity during the period 
covered by this report to observe the officer reported upon to permit a rating as to the performance of the particular 
dutv, his personal characteristics, or professional qualifications. 

E. DUTTES HE PERFORMED: (State separately. Whore possible show duration of each la month*. Example: Co. Comdr. 
ordinary garrison training, 8 moa. Summary court, fi moa. Brig. Adj. prepared training schedules, Supply Officer.) In 
describing the manner of performance of duty, use one of six classification* as given under D, and consider carefully ths 
obstacles encountered by the individual in the performance of each duty listed. THE OPINIONS EXPRESSED UNDER 
“MANNER OF PERFORMANCE 1 ' ABE BASED ON- 

INTIMATE DAILY CONTACT, | cii=*out buppwft. worSic* 

FREQUENT OR INFREQUENT OBSERVATION OP THE RESULTS OP HIS WORK, unpiirr uatepbTP sooonua* 
ACADEMIC RATINGS, m cic m aiu n c w ) 



Duty 



Month* 



Muotf ct pwform&xka 



*. What degree of success haa he at- 
tained under the following head- 
ing: ENTRIES BASED ON 
PERSONAL OBSERVATION OR 
OFFICIAL REPORTS DURING 
PERIOD COVERED BY THIS 
REPORT. (See par. D above.) 


l 

P 


$ 

• 


l 

i 

> 


I 


.3 

i 

a 

a» 


3 
| 

4 
& 


G. Enter on lines below any outstanding specialties of 
value In the military aervico. MAKE NO ENTRIES 
EXCEPT WHERE STATEMENT IS BASED ON 
PERSONAL OBSERVATION OR OFFICIAL RE- 
PORTS DURING PERIOD COYERED BY THIS 
REPORT. Snow pilot and/or observer rating* of 
Air Corps officers here. 


1* Handling officers and men 
















X Performance of field dutiea_ 
















X Administrative and executive duties. 














\ , 


4. Am an instructor . 














- : 


A. Training troops 














/ 


X Tactical handling of troope (units 












-- 


appropriate to officer's grade) 


— 





[ 











H. To what degree has he exhibited the following qualifications! Consider him In comparison with 
others of hie grade and indicate your estimate by marking X in the appropriate rectangle. 
(See par. D above.) 



1. Physical activity (igiEij; iWilj U twk npifif) 

2. Physical endurance (apffiiy Ur prdoajed •iwUs) ... 



Military bearing and neatness (ffignilf if Lsuaon mU uf uui iffonaM) 

Attention to duty (lb trtii «i Ibcsably ui ntidtiiMtlj)-. 



Cooperation (acting juaiif uf efisetirrff vilk »acibi « alien, niLivy ir eiruiu, U tUiis I taruied sbjscfiri) 

Initiative (lb tnil d bqaniag unced verk h Ulucg »pp«Hule uba u hi in rup«uUuBf a utuu W orfvt) 

telllgence (lb ikLlj w ibcnUad retdH; aet iocu at iailreuiftni)... 



Force (Lb facaity cf umih| col rd tatng uf maiabt Uui iffi is enaismi n Ubied nmsbU, nght, if 6tj). 
®- J udgmen t and common sense (lb sbihlf to tkiok umtij uf iniu u ctttkiiauL- 



10. Leadership (upadly It direct, ceitnl ud idaeoa «tken is difaile bei tf actics tt mtftoeit uf iliH within kgk a mill — 



IK, X. O. O. roau No. 67— July 1 , iOA. 



t of officer reported on 



Nano of reporting officer 



L During the period covered by thia report has bo taken advmntago of the opportunities afforded frlm to Improve his professional 

knowledge? • . T ^,-,- TllJ . n T1 „ 

J. Has ho exhibited any weaknesses — temperamental, moral, physical, etc. — which adversely affect his efficiency? T If 

yes, describe them. (FACT or OPINION. Line out one.) - - . , „ 



K. Proper authority having decided on tho methods and procedure to accomplish a certain end, did he render willing and generous 

support regardless of his personal views in the matter? — - 

L Sin co lost report has he been mentioned favorably or unfavorably in official communications? - (See par. Ik, 

AB 600-185.) 

M. During the period covered by this report was he the subject of any disciplinary measure that should be Included on his record? 

If yes, enclose separate statement of nature and attendant circumstances. 

N. Write a brief general estimate of this officer In your own words . 



O. How well do you know him? 

P. Remarks (including entry required by par. 11a, AR 600-185). 



Q. In case any unfavorable entries have been made by you on this report, were the deficiencies indicated hereon brought to tho 

attention of the officer concerned whLo • ider your command and prior to the rendition of thia report? If yes, what 

improvement, if any, was noted? — 

If no improvement was noted, what period of time elapsed between your notification to him of hia deficiencies and the rendi- 
tion of this report? — — — — 

R. Based on your observation during the period covered by this report, give in your own words your estimate of his GENERAL 

VALUE TO THE SERVICE 



S. I certify that to the best of my knowledge and belief ail ontries made hireon are true and impartial and are in accordance with 
AR 600-185. 



(SigDed) 

(Grade and Org.) — — — . 

(Comdg. what?) — — — — 

(Place) 

(Date) Incla - 

1st INDORSEMENT 



Write nothing below this lino. 



APPENDIX B 



WD AGO FORM 67 - 1 FEB 1945 



EFFICIENCY REPORT 



USE TYPEWRITER IF POSSIBLE 
IF NOT, PLEASE PRINT 



m 









IMBPOTPPII 



ar.iT 

A. PLACE OF ORIGIN Of REPORT 



theater or command 



ORGANIZATION AND UNIT 




BL OFFICER REPORTED UPON 



LAST NAME— FIRST NAME— 


MiCDLE INITIAL 


SERIAL NUMBER 


GRADE 


ARM OR SERVICE 


COM. 

PONENT 


DATE OF BIRTH 


SERVICE 


OFFICIAL STATUS Of OFFICER WITH RESPECT TO YOU 


| PERIOD COVERED 


FROM 


TO 






Limited 


General 






l 

■ 


JY XtfUKT 









C STATIONS AT WHICH OfFICER SERVED AND DUTY ASSIGNMENTS 



STATTONS 


DUTY ASSIGNMENTS 


DAYS 


PLACE “X** IN BOX OR BOXES TO CLASSIFY DUTY 


STAFF 


COMMAND 


TRAIN. 

ING 


ADMIN. 
Jt EXEC. 


combat! 


not 

COMBAT 


COMBAT 


NOT 

COMBAT 


1. 


















2. 






! 


j 










3. 






I 


t 










4. 






! 


1 










S. 






i 













D. WRITE A BRIEF GENERAL ESTIMATE OF THIS OFFICER. REFER TO POINTS OF WEAKNESS AS 'SELL AS STRENGTH. UNFAVORABLE ENTRIES OF OPINION IN THIS ESTI- 
MATE NEED NOT BE REFERRED TO THE OfFICER BEING RATED. 



AU ENTRIES 
APE FORMULATED 
ON THE FOLLOWING 


f. 

INDICATE YCUR ATTITUDE 
WOULD YOU 


G. WHAT DEGREE OF SUCCESS HAS HE ATTAINED UNDER THE FOLLOWING? PLACE AN "X~ 
IN THE APPROPRIATE SPACE TO DENOTE BATING ENTER THE PROPER NUMERICAL VALUE 
IN THE APPROPRIATE COLUMN UNDER ‘TOTAL VALUE NO VALUE SHOULD B£ ENTERED 
FOR A RATING OF UNKNOWN. SEE INSTRUCTIONS QN THE REVERSE SIDE. 


RAT. 

VAL. 


Uniat. 


Saul V. S. J 


: exc | 


SUP. 


Un- 

known 


| TOTAL VALUE 


BASED ON j X 


ATTITUDE | X 


—4 


1 2 l 3 i 


■4 I 5 1 


6 | 7 


t —Total 


+ Total 


INTIMATE DAILY CONTACT 


1 


1 

PARTICULARLY DESIRE HIM? , 




1. Phyncal Activity and Endurance 




1 > 1 


1 1 i 












2 Stability Under Pressure 




I 1 


1 ! 1 












FREOUENT OBSERVATION Of 1 
THE RESULTS Of HIS WORK 1 


EE PLEASED TO HAVE HIM? 




3. Attention to Duty 




! ! i 


1 1 










1 


4. Cooperation 






i 


i 










1 


1NFREOUENT OBSERVATION 
Of THE RESULTS Of HIS WORK 




BE SATISFIED TO HAVE HIM? 




5. Initiative 








i 


1 










1 


6. Intelligence 








i 


l 










1 


ACADEMIC RECORDS 


i 


PREFER NOT TO HAVE HIM? 




7. force 










I 








i 1 


8. Judgment and Common Seme 










! 








1 1 




1 


DEFINITELY NOT WANT HIM?! 


1 


9 leadership 










i 








1 1 


V" IV-UML 


10. Ability to Obtain Result* 




1 i 




i i 








1 


1 



H Favorably 

Since last 'e- Y ts or No 

port ha* he hern 

mentioned in of- Unfavoraoly 
ficiai communi- y„ w No 

cation* 7 



Dunns the Oencd covered by thu reoort ] 
w« he the juoiect or any disciplinary | 
meaiure that should b« included on hit j 
record? If so, enctote ieo*rate statement j 
of nature and attendant orcu«itanc«. t 



Yet or No 



J 

In cate unfavorable entries have been 
made, other than in D and/or f, were 
the deficiencies brought to the o#<cer s 
attention white under your command 
and prior to preparation of dsn reoort? 



K. 

Net 

Value W 



U OUTSTANDING SPECIALTIES OF VALUE IN MILITARY SERVICE. MAKE NO ENTRIES EXCEPT 
WHERE STATEMENT -s BASED ON PERSONAL OBSERVATION OR OfFKSlAL REPORTS. SHOW 
PILOT AND/OR OBSERVER RATINGS Of AIR CORPS OFFICERS. 


M. 

Enter numerical rating using the Follow- 
meoasu Ngaaericai ratmn equals the net 
value lK) divided by total number or 
entriet lor wrncn a numerical rating 
wit given. 


Numerical 

Rating 

IP 






N. 

Enter adiettrval rating baled on nu- 
merical rating t,M). Use following code. 
Below 0 ( — 4) — Unsatisfactory 
0 0 to 199 — Samtactory 

2 0 to 3 49 —Very satisfactory 

3 5 to 5.49 — Excellent 

5.5 to 7 0 —Superior 


Adjectival 

Rating 

» 





1 CERTIFY THAT TO THE BEST Of MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF ALL ENTIRES MADE HEREON ARE TRUE AND IMPARTIAL AND ARE IN ACCORDANCE WITH AR 600-185 


PfCLOSURES j 


SIGNATURE 


TYPE NAME, GRADE AND ORGANIZATION 


| COMMANDING WHAT? 


WD AGO FORM 
1 FEI IMS 


C*7 (This form supersedes WD A OO Form 67. 27 ? opt* to her 1M4» 
u * vtuob wiU be oj ©0 opuI eiuuof itocka ere exbuuatetD 


1-10 
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THB SPACE fOf CONTWMUAnON Off 8EMAIKS t f NEEDCD 



ur. iko. 



INSTRUCTIONS 
(SEE AR 600*185) 

1. Efficiency ftUflfl comonte an evaluation of an officer in comoari'ion with other? of the ume grade. In a lime grouo of officer?, such as ere normally assigned to «n infantry division, 
the Jaw of average? will establish that about twenty percent ol the officer? oi e»ch graOe may be lucenori about twenty percent may oe in the two lower classifications ol very satisfactory and 
sads/actorydJniatitfacwry officers should be identified promptly and reciassined)i the reuamm? sixty per cent who constitute the mass ol thoroughly capable officer? would loti into the excellent 
category. Commander? of regiment? and large unit? mint anaiyxc the reoorts prepared within their organization and whenever the distribution vane? markedly from the above the reason? mutt 
be sought. It it highly important that officer? who are genuinely superior be identified by their rating? so that their talent? may oe fully utilized. It it also important to identify mote officer? 
whose Qualification? and uanoard? of performance or duty are aoo»e the mm*mum required, but who are clearly below the stanqard esuolished by the mas? of officer? of their grade. A senes 
of reports of an individual officer should present a highly accurate evaluation of hi? worth. 

2. Prior to filling In Section G of this report consider carefully the following definitions and the numePcal value? assigned to each. Keeo them m mind when rating, taking Into consider#* 
tlon the length of service of officer you arc ratingar.d the opportunities afforded him, which might have a bearing upon hit performance of duty, personal characteristic?, or professional qualifica- 
tion*. 

Usaadafadoryt Performance of the particular duty reported upon or personal characteristics or professional qualifications below minimum standards— inefficient 

Satisfactory; Performance of the particular duty reported upon or personal characteristic? or professional qualifications uo to minimum standard — passably efficient. 

Vary Stuff adorn Performance of the particular duty reported upon in an efficient manner. Personal characteristic?, professional qualifications, or efficiency above that acceptable at tat- 
factory. 

EscaHomfe Performance of the particular duty reported upon In a very efficient manner. Personal characteristics, professional qualifications, or efficiency above very satisfactory but below 
Kpertor. 

So pari on Outstanding and exceptional performance of the particular duty reported upon. Personal characteristic?, professional qualifications, or efficiency above that considered excellent 

Unkaowtii To be used in all cases »n which the reoortlng officer has had Insufficient opportunity during the period covered by this report to observe the officer reported uoon to permit 
a rating ai to the performance of the particular duty, hit personal characteristics, or professional qualifications. 

1-10 v. a. cove* mm cm r rniNTiNa ornct n araoa-a 
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APPENDIX C 



WD AGO FORM 67-1 



EFFICIENCY REPORT 

See Aft 600-135 (or details. 



Unit Adiutant or Personnel CUicer will complete Sections I and ML 
Bating OK.cer will complete Sections II. IV, V, VI, VM, VIII, and IX. 
Indorsing Ollicar will complete Sections II, V, VII, and IX, 



Section I. OFFICER REPORTED UPON 

Use typewriter or pr.nl in ink. Use carbon paper Ml out Sec" on III at same lime. See AR 60 lMB5. 



DO NOT 
WRIT! 
IN THtS 
SPACf 



'■'.SlNAM £ flKSf N AM£ 



SERIAL NUM3ER GRADE 



ARM OR SERVICE I COMI’ONtNl j PIRIO0 Of REPORT 



FROM TQ 



THE AlfR OR CONTINENTAL 
COMMAND 



DATE Of REPORT 



UNtT, ORGANIZATION AND STATION 



PRIMARY MOS 



DUTY ASSIGNMENT 
(MOS COOE1 



DUTY LEAVE OTHER NON OUTY 



TOR REPORTS RENDERCO BECAUSE Of PERMANENT CHANGE OE STATION. SUPPLY ADDRESS OE UNIT AND INSTALLATION 
WHERE OEElCER WILL REPORT 



NAME, GRADE. AND ORGANIZATION OR UNIT Of RATING OEFICER 



name. GRADE, and ORGANIZATION OR UNIT Of INDORSING OEEiCER 



SecHon II. DATA AND SUGGESTIONS FOR USE IN ASSIGNMENT 

NOTE Information on this page will be forwarded to the Career Branch ol the Personnel and Administration Division by TAG alter ralings 
have been determined. Proper future assignment and uiilizaiion cf the officer will depend upon the care wilh winch information m this section 
is formulated and reported. Use typewriter or pnnt in ink. 



A. DUTIES ACTUALLY PERFORMED ON PRESENT JOB To be supplied by Rater. Be specific Give his duty assignment and all 
additional duties with enough specific detail to show scope of |ob in each area. 



DESCRIPTION OF OFFICER RATED AND COMMENTS. These paragraphs should cover physical, mental, moral qualities of rated 
oificer, specialties of value to rho Army and any special defects or weaknesses effecting hi; ab.hty to do enrtam assignments. 



MMtNlS Of RATING OFFICER 



COMMiMTS Ci INDORSING OfflCU 



C ESTIMATED DESIRA9JLITY IN VARIOUS CAPACITIES. Assume you arc a commanrfor of a maior unit in war. Indicate to what extent 
you would want the rated officer to serve under you in the next higher grade m 



each type of duty described below Place an X in the proper oox. using tho 
shaded NA area if the duty is not applicable. If line h is used, specify the nature 
of tho specialty. 


RATER 


INDORSER 


NA | T j 2 j 3 j 4 5 


NA 1 1 | 2 


j 




5 


a. represent your viewpoint and make decisions in your name at a higher headquarters. 


_ i ' t ! ; i 


. ! 


f 








b Command a unit immediately subordinate to you on a comoaf mission. 


t !ri*Uu 




r 


* 






r. 3e resoonsible m an emergency calling tor initiative cooinass forcofui leadersmp 


2 Li-Llil* 


i i 


- o 


z 


o 

•s 


X 


d Work on an assiqnmenr requiring great attention to detail and routine 


1 f ' r. , < , O = 


j Z. 




> 

25 


O 


5- 


o Plan ail asoects of a military situation, using judgment initiative, and coolness. 




. 


< 


X 


* 


n 


f Carry out an assionment in a civilian component such as ROTC. NG. or ORC. 


rf i rr?i =i 


— ri 


0 




X 




c Reoresent you where tact and ability to get along with people are needed 


l Si *'.%[ i 


li_ 

■ i - 


< 

* 

* , 


| r 




•7 


h Work on an assignment as specialist or technician. (Specify.) 


i S i = | l_i 


i. Cairy out the dunes of the type of work to which he is row assigned. 


i i ; 1 


i 


- i 









D IMMEDIATE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CAREER DEVELOPMENT. Be soeof.c. 



RATER S RECOMMENDATION FOR ASSIGNMENT imOS CODE} 


INDORSER'S RECOMMENDATION FOR ASSIGNMENT ,mOS COOE) 


RATER S RtCCMMfNDAllON FOR FURTHER TRAINING 


INDORSER'S RZCOMMINDATIOn FOR FURTHER TRAINING 


E. ENTRIES ARE BASED ON 
rater wiu check) 


intimate daily 
CONTACT 


FREOUENT OBSERVE 
THE RESULTS Cf HIS 


^TIOn OF 
WORK 


INFREOUENT OBSERVATION Of 
THE RESULTS Of HIS WORK 


ACADEMIC 

RECORDS 


OFFICIAL 

REPORTS 



AGO fORM „ 

WD > jut *7 67—1 



PART 1 



ium rna* its. tioe f i4<f 
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EFFICIENCY REPORT 

WO AGO form 67 1 Pert 2 See AR 600-185 for detail*. 



Unit Adiutant or Personnel Officer will complete Section* I and III. 
Relink Officer will complete Section* II. IV, V. VI. VII. VIII, end IX. 
Indorsing Officer wilf complete Section* II. V, VH, and IX. 



Section III. OFFICER REPORTED UPON 

Enter same information a* for Section I. 



last name 


FIRST NAME 


INITIAL 


SERIAL NUMBER 


GRADE 


ARM OR SERVICE 


COMPONENT 


PERIOD Of REPORT 
















FROM 


TO 



DO NOT 
write 

IN 7VHS 
SPACE 



THEATER or CONTINENTAL UNIT. ORGANIZATION. AND STATION PRIMARY MOS DUTY ASSIGNMENT 

|MOS CODE) 





OATS Of 


DUTY 


LEAVE 


OTHER NONiOUrr 



OATt Of REPORT 



FOR REPORTS REN0ERE0 BECAUSE Of PERMANENT CHANGE Of STATION. SUPPLY ADDRESS Of UNIT AND INSTALLATION 
WHERE OFFICER WILL REPORT 



READ INSTRUCTION SHEET CAREFUUY 
BEFORE MARKING THIS SECTION 



Section IV. JOB PROFICIENCY 




A Always udioitl 
I 

C. 

0 



a a 



°;mI 

X 

H if 



A. Fails Ie «ork lor the 




A Fail* 
I. Over 
C Give, 
D. Very 



— J I- 

— °li *1- 



!! I. 

s- 

o, 2 ,’ 



i t 



J " 



A. 

I. Other* can*l wor* 

C * he .* wrong, w* 

0 The men know they a 



ii II 

?•*: 

°i i- 

2 

i! f 



I I. 
Ill 0 - 

°o\ 

x 

! ! 



i 

It !! - 

°i J C 

X 




TT* ! § 



»ii 

°!i C 

X 

:: 



m'i try to 



I. 

C lew elf* 
0 Use* e * 



I “ 

j..: 

t. 

ii r 



A Can *i 

». Fair er 
hie dm 

C Lack* 

D. Queati 



ii ^ 

JLI- 

. 12 < 

°i K 

2 

i r 



READ INSTRUCTION SHEET CAREFULLY 
BEFORE MARKING THIS SECTION 



Section V. JOB PROFICIENCY 



Management and cpeie'Km of military matter* not included u 
tactics end strategy. 



2 The directions of the overall operation o f e military unit. 



Presenting turning material* tn e classroom situation >n a maliiary 
or civilian cCmoonei M 



Lurote cl specialized knowledge. inquiring lengthy 'ethnological 



Assisting commanders of battalion* a* larger lewfa m devising m e t ho ds 
of meeting the requireme nt ! of military sHuanana. 



6 Duties involving aeronautic*! siUla performed by rated officer*. 



7 Tt 



FOR RATING OFFICE* 


FOR INDORSING OFFICER 


PRIMARY 


h m s i s nr 


PRIMARY 


I I 1 1 1 II 1 1! 


-ECONO ARY 


IMS 


114 1! 


SECONOARr 


1 1 n i iii 


1 i 



oo NOT 
WRITE IN 
MS SPACE 



1 






J 


a 




I* 


T* — 


• 


• 


to 


It 


.. 


*77 


.4 


t* 


«a 


IT 


I* 


>• 


20 


II 


T~ 


t« — 




» 


2* 


.7 


U 


IS 


ae 


SI 


31 



OBSOLETE FORM 
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Section VI. PERSONAL QUALIFICATIONS 


















Us* ELECTROGRAPHIC PENCIL. following same direcl»ons 


as 


lor Sechon IV. Make ONE mark 


m 


EACll column for each sel of Hem*. 






A 


People work for & w.th Sen 








A. 


lacks ability to irupira con- 








A. 


Plenty ol military snap. 








A 


Obtains re; neci S obedience 


H i 


fj 




because ol h»* penonatJy 






- 




fidenca of men 6 officer*. 










bearing, & neatness 


i 




- 




without causing r event me nl. 






e. 


Newer rank-consooui. 








fe 


Easygoing. 






: v» 


B 


Normally cheerlul 


;; 




vs 


B. 


Utki aggros severs#**. 




I: m 








1 


< 








4 


< 






o 


‘ 7 


< 








, 


c 


TKnii only ol himself. 


O:* 






c. 


Type of man everyone 


O : 






C 


Can t Ink# mitosm. 






C 


Has an cicHienr command 


o ■ 








5 




W 




like* lor a Iriend. 


5 




'** 






2 




Ml 




ol language. 


s 




0. 


Worr»*t a great deal 








0. 


Ha* a quiet, dignified 








D. 


Doesn't get along 






“* 


D. 


lacking in good conduct 


:: 


;; 










bearing. 










with people 










4 moral ho b*H 






A. 


Active m athletics. 








A. 


Hot -tempered. 








A. 


Modest & reserved 








A. 


Coolheaded 




:: 










* p+ 




















pm 
















































a 


Few bu not overbearing. 








1 


FaJ* to demonstrate 






-«n 


3 


Doesn't have dmr nr 






vi 


B 


Commands i aspect by 




;* %/» 








2 


< 




originality 




5 


< 




lore* he should 


VI 


8 


< 




Ins aciiont 


~ It 


< 


c 


EgofrdtcaE. 


O : 






c 


Reserved. 


O ! 




-IM 


C 


AiHisiSCi.it 


o 




•M 


C. 


Overbearing 


O 








5 










s 










s 










s" 




0 


tube people (he 








D. 


Impresses people favorably. 








D. 


Respected by all 






- 1 


D. 


Indifferent. 


:: 






wrong w#y. 




















lellow ollicers 
















A. 


Comphmenf* a rean oe 








A. 


Boastful. 








A 


A uuiat. unassuming ollicer 








A. 


Immature, 


:: 






hi* good work. 








































*• 


































1 


lo*a« hrt head, get* ••filed. 






'■ m 


B 


1 rupees pride ie the 






Wl 


9 


Follov/s rather than leads 






:‘*n 


B 


Modest but no* retiring. 












3 


< 




organization 


**:• 


5 ; 


< 






%/*: 


9 


< 




12 


< 


C 


Hu admiration of oflacers 


O-: 






C. 


Lacks tact. 


O 






C 


Has an jriiiude of 


O 






c 


Nervous 


O : 






& mee al*ka 


S 




** 






2 




*** 




super •only 


2 




Ml 






* 


: — 


0 


Poor m diet* & 








D 


Thoughtful of oihers. 








D 


Tactful 






■■ 


D 


Thoroughly cooper arive 




-* 




appear ante 




























in his work 







Section VII. PERSONAL QUALIFICATIONS 

Us* aECTROGRAPHIC PENCIL, following same d.rKt.o M as for Section V. MARK ALL SIX QUALIFICATIONS. 



“ 1 1 lr " 1 1 


fOR RATiNG OFFICER 




FOR INDORSING OFFICER 








Tne degree to which he is able to meet situations without 
bias ana wiihOul emotion J josei 


1 n 




* u - / 




* tli 


I / 


* J 




■ r. 


/ 


3 


1 




The d* e to wHkK lie is abie and witling to work with 
other olheers and enlisted men. 


i } 




4 G > 


° 


> IO 


1 2 


i 4 




c 


' 


4 


s 


tu 


Tk* degree :o which he it able to act on tua Own 
rvsp.uSipitiiv in eesence ol orders. 


t 2 


‘ 


« r. ; 


a 


•» IO 


1 2 


J « 


5 


6 


1 


a 


•> 


id 


itxyrr to which he is «ule 10 discnmwwie & evaluate 
lae** to arrive at logical conclusions 


:: :: 


J 


4 r. 1 


n 


*» JO 


i 2 


i 4 




c 


7 


• 


9 


10 


Tt v degree tc winch h<s atroearance and betiavior cause 
pent:* to ieact favor.bly 


1 2 


* 


* r. or 


» 


n in 


f d> 


J 4 




b 


7 


9 


* 


i° 


th? negree to wt-ieh he is abie to carry out orders with 
eonv-iency 4 r.imnecs to achieve obtecitvei 


1 2 




« 0 t# 7 


9 


•1 10 


t 2 


i 4 


0 


6 


7 


1 


<9 


Id 



Section VIII. OVER-ALL RELATIVE RANK 

FOR RATER ONLY 



The numStr of offieen m this 
fMOf feted by me et i Sri i-me t*_ 



II these ollirnt w«t« arranged m ordet considering overall future use! ow- 
ners 10 il>* Aimy f»om high* si Ng I'* lo poorest this ullicn would be No...^. 
ol tit* toi<* groio raieO 



Section IX. AUrHENTICATION 

Use fvDtwrtier Of mk. etctor for signatures 

I certify tK».‘ I Kava read lha current AR 600-185 and 1 K 0 I all ratings are made in accordance wiih instruction* contained therein, and that 
to *he best of my knowledge and belief at! entries contained hereon are ime and nncarii.-.i. — 



SlGNnTu*£ Of RATING OFFICER 



NAME. GRADE. AND ORGANIZATION OR UNIT 



OfJfClAi $1 At US Of «AIED Office WUH RfSPtCT TO RATING OFFICER 



SIGNATURE Cf INDORSING Off ICER 



NAME, GRADE, and ORGANIZATION OR UNIT 



OFFICIAL STATUS CF RATED OFFICER WITH RESPECT TO iNDOREING OFFICER 
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APPENDIX D 



DA FORM. 67-2 



OFFICER EFFICIENCY REPORT 



SECTIOH I 



{.AST HA ME - FIRST NAME - INITIAL 



2. SERVICE NUM8ER 



3. GRAOC 



M. CONTROL 
9 RANCH 



9, CON FOMENT 



6. UNIT. ORGANIZATION AMO STATION 



7. PERIOD OF REPORT 


9. DAYS OF 


FROM 


TO 


OUT? 


LEAVE 


OTHER 



9 . NAME, GRAOE* SERVICE NUM9CR ANO ORGANIZATION OR UNIT OF 
RATING OFFICER 



10. NAME, GRAOE, SERVICE NUMBER ANO ORGANIZATION OR UNIT OF 
INDORSING OFFICER 



11. REASON FOR REPORT PCS RATEO OFFICER CD CHANGE OUTT RATEO OFFICER CD OTHER (Spooify) 
(SEMI) ANNUAL CD PCS RATING OFFICER CD CHANGE OUTT RAT I NG OFFICER CD 



12 . 



(Do not writ 0 in thio *pici) 



13. OUT I ES ACTUAL! T PERFORMEO ON PRESENT J06 (Qi ea hio duty *>$_ 
dutioo) 



. . aaai gnmant, and bristly doaeribo major additional 



in. ENTRIES ARE 8ASE0 OR 

OBSERVATION OF }0-}9 OUTT OATS CD 



OBSERVATION OF 60 OUTT OATS OR MORE CD OFFICIAL REPORTS CD 



19. DESCRIPTION OF OFFICER RATED AND COMMENTS (Theaa paragraphs ehouid covar physical, montai . moral guaiitiaa of ratad atticar, 
and any apodal atrangths or woaknaaaaa af fading hia ability to do eartain assignments not eovarad ei aawhsra in the report) 



A. COMMENTS OF RATING OFFICER 




COMMENTS OF 1N00RSING OFFICER ETH I 00 NOT KNOW THE RATEO OFFICER BUT I HAVE CONFIDENCE IN THE RATER’S JUOGMENT 
I I | 00 NOT KNOW THE RATEO OFFICER VERT WELL BUT I HAVE CONFIOENCE IN THE RATER’S JWVTMFMT 



16a. RATER’S CERTIFICATE 

I CERTIFT THAT TO THE BEST OF mt *NOWLE0GE ANO BELIEF 
ALL ENTRIES MAOE h£REON BT ME ARE TRUE ANO IMPARTIAL ANO ARE 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH AR 600-18}. 



8. I I00R3ER* S CERTIFICATE 

I CERTIFT THAT TO THE SEST OF MT KNOWLEOGE ANO BELIE 6 
ALL ENTRIES MADE HEREON 8T *£ ARE TRUE ANO IMPARTIAL ANO ARE 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH AR 600-19}. 



OATE 



SIGNATURE OF RATER 






OATC 



SIGNATURE OF I NOORSEK 



L RELATION TO RATEO OFFICER 



OFFICIAL RELATION TO RATEO OFFICER 



17. 

This report bis _ 



.incloaores (inaar t JL * / appropriata) 



18. ENTERED ON jOATF. 
WO AGO F ORM 66 ! 



INITIALS OF 

PERSONNEL 

OFFICER 



DAfS.5T.67-2 



REPLACES OA AGO por* 67-1, 1 JUL >♦ 7 . WHICH 
BECOMES OBSOLETE EFFECTIVE 1} SEP }0. 
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SECTION II 

ESTIMATED OESIRABILITY IN VARIOUS CAPACITIES - INOICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU WOUIO OESIRE THE RATEO OFFICER TO 
5 W E UNDER YOU IN EACH TYPE OF OUTY DESCRI 8EO BELOW. PLACE AN X IN THE PROPER BOX. CGMSIOER EACH ITEM IN TERMS 
' ?RIATE TO RATEO CRAOE ANO BRANCH. USE THE •UNKNOWN" COLUMN ONLY IF THE NATURE OF YOUR CONTACTS WITH THE RATEO 




K. COMMENT * ANOVOR CL Aft I ft ABOVE RATINGS AS OEE*EO NECESSART; INCLUOE ANT SPECIAL QUALIFICATIONS Of VALUE TO SERVICE 



•For technical eervicaa, edmloia tratiea ’a'ar'vtcaa, or ateff, Intarprat ThT* to maen managari a l reapona i hi U tYai coamanaure't a 
with c omman d. 



SECTION m 


ce 

Mj 

< 

Ot 


ct 

uJ 

<✓> 

a: 

0 

a 


SECTION IV 


a: 

uJ 

< 

oc 


<z 

</> 

a: 

0 

0 


A. PERFORMANCE OF OUTY -CONSIDERING ONLY OFFICERS 
S GRADE U10 6 RANCH WITH ABOUT THE SAME COM- 
► J^OHED SERVICE, RATE THE OFF ICER ON PERFORMANCE 
hla doty assignment. RE AO ALL OESCRIPTIONS ANO 
aCE a heavy X IN THE BOX OPPOSITE BEST OESCRl P- 
TICN. 


WHAT IS YOUR ESTIMATE OF THE RATEO OFFICER’S OVER- 
ALL VALUE TO THE SERVICE? COMPARE HIM WITH OFFICERSi 
OF THE SAME GRAOE, BRANCH ANO OF ABOUT THE SAME 
LENGTH OF COMMISSIONED SERVICE. PLACE A HEAVY X OP- 
POSITE THE MOST APPROPRIATE DESCRIPTION. 


7. EXCELS ANT OTHER OfFICER 1 KNOW IN PERFORMANCE OF 
THIS OUTT 


□ 


□ 


6 . OUTSTANOING PERFORMANCE Of THIS OUTT FOUNO IN VERT 
FEW OFFICERS 


□ 


□ 


vert FINE PERFORMANCE OF OUTT OF SUCH A NATURE THAT 
THIS OFFICER *0U10 BE HARO TO REPLACE 


□ 


□ 


8 . TH£ MOST OUTSTANOING OFFICER 1 KNOW 


□ 


□ 


<♦. PERFORMS THIS OUTT IN SUCH A COMPETENT. OEPENOA0LE I 
MANNER THAT THIS OFFICER IS AN ASSET TO THE SERVICE j 


□ 


□ 


3. USUALLT PERFORMS THIS OUTT COMPETENTLY 


□ 


□ 


?. ONE OF THE FEW HlGHLT OUTSTANDING OFFICERS 1 KNOW 


□ 


□ 


2. SARELT AOE0UATE IN PERFORMANCE OF THIS OUTT 


□ 


□ 


1. INAOEQUATE IN THE PERFORMANCE OF THIS OUTY 


□ 


□ 


6 . A VERT FINE OFFICER WHO IS A OISTINCT ASSET TO THE 
SERVICE 


□ 


□ 


9. IN THE EVENT OF Immadlata mo bill ration, WHAT IS 
THE hlghaat level of performenca YCU WOULO EXPECT 
FROM THE RATEO OFFICER? REAO ALL OESCRIPTIONS ANO 
PLACE A HEAVY X IN THE BOX OPPOSITE BEST OESCRl P- 
TION. 


a: 

UJ 

< 

a: 

... _ 


INDORSER 


5 . A COMPETENT, OEPENOABLE OFFICER OF GREAT VALUE TO 
THE SERVICE 


□ 


□ 


* 4 , A TYPICALLY EFFECTIVE OFFICER WHO IS A CREOIT TO 
THE ARMY 


□ 


□ 


7. WOULO GIVE an OUTSTANOING PERFORMANCE AT two 4 ratio 
levels HIGHER 


□ 


□ 


6 . WOULO GIVE A COMPETENT ANO DEPENDABLE PERFORMANCE 
AT two grade levels HIGHER 


□ID 


*. AN ACCEPTABLE OFFICER WHOSE VALUE IS LIMITED IN 
SOME RESPECTS 


□ 


1 

|D 


5. WOULO GIVE A FAIRLT AOEQUAT E PERFORMANCE AT ( *o 
grade taweta HIGHER 


□ 


ID 


N- f^JLO G,VE AN OUTSTANDING PERFORMANCE at the namt 
.j har CRAOE 


□ 


□ 


2. AN OFFICER WHO PERFORMS ACCEPTABLY IN A LIMITEO 
RANGE OF ASSIGNMENTS, BUT WHO COULO EASILY BE 
REPLACEO 


□ 


□ 


-WOULD GIVE A COMPETENT *N0 OEPENOABLE PERFORMANCE 
V AT THE n«xf hlghar GRAOE 


□ 


ID 


2. WOULO GIVE A FAIRLT AOEQUATE PERFORMANCE AT THE 
GRAOE 


dc 


1. A.I OFFICER WHO OOES NOT HAVE THE CALIBRE THAT ONE 


□ 


G 


1. WOULO GIVE AN INADEQUATE PERFORMANCE AT THE namt 
higher GRAOE 


□ 


□ 


ShOULO REASONABLY EXPECT IN AN OfFICER 
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APPENDIX E 



DA FORM 57-3 



OFFICER EFFICIENCY REPORT 

(AR 600- 18 3 and SR *00-i*5-J) 



SECTION 



1 NAME • FIRST NAME • MIDDLE INITIAL 


2. SERVICE NO. 3. GRADE 


4 BRANCH 


5. COMPONENT 


6. UNIT, ORGANIZATION, ANO STATION OF RATE0 OFFICER 


7. PERIOD OF REPORT 


^OMfDe.eo.fd TO (Dm,mo.yr) 


duty days 


OTHER DAYS 


8, REASON FOR REPORT CD Annuol 

Cm Change duty reted officer 1 i PCS rated officer 

Cl] Change duty rating officer ! ’ PCS rating officer 

Cm Other (Spaclty) 


9. BASIS FOR RATING OFFICER'S ENTRIES 
L - -_I Close daily contact 1 -1 Infraquant observation 

1 — . 1 Frequent observation L '-"- 1 Reports and records 



10. DUTIES ACTUALLY PERFORMED ON PRESENT JOB ASSIGNMENT fCire hi a duty MOS 
additional dutiaa). 



, fob aaai gnmant, and btimlly daacriba mafot 



II. OFFICER CHARACTERISTICS 

o. Haw affective it this officer in the maintenance of supply discipline? 

b. Haw affactiva it this officer in utilisation af porsonnai? 

c. FOR RATER ONLY - Does this officer pattats tha physical, mental, 
and moral qualities expected far hit grade, branch, ond length af com- 
missioned service? 

d. FOR RATER ONLY - Could this officer be expected to serve adequate- 
ly m ony normal branch assignment commensurate with hi s grade? 



UN KNOWN 

CD 

CD 

UNKNOWN 

□ 



UNSA TIS- 
FAC TORY 
□ 



NO 

CD 



SATIS- 

FACTORY 

□ 

□ 

yes 

CD 



cm 



UNKNOWN 

cm 

cm 



UN9ATIS- SATIS- 
FACTORY factory 

cm cm 



cm 



cm 



If UNKNOWN or NO explain in 
detail in item 12a. 

If UNKNOWN or NO explain in 
detoil in item 12a. 



12. DESCRIPTION OF RATED OFFICER AND COMMENTS. Remarks should caver any special strengths or weaknesses affecting performance of duty 
or ability ta perform other types af assignments. If officer served in cambat during period, state number af days ( dmj\l and discuss 

tgths ond weaknesses exhibited in combat. 

.amments of rating officer 



b. Comments of indorsing officer 

1 _ - 1 I da not know the rated officer well enough to complete the teverse side af this report. 



13. RATING OFFICER'S NAME. GRADE, 6ERVICE NUMBER, BRANCH. 
ORGANIZATION, AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT 



14. INDORSING OFFICER'S NAME, GRADE, SERVICE NUMBER. BRANCH, 
1 ORGANIZATION, AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT 



I CERTIFY THAT TO THE BEST OF MV KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF 
ALL ENTRIES MADE HEREON 3Y ME ARE TRUE ANO IMPARTIAL AND 
ARE IN ACCORDANCE WITH AR 800- I SB AND SR 800-I8S-I. 



I CERTIFY that to the best of MV KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF 
ALL ENTRIES MADE HEREON B Y ME ARE TRUE AND IMPARTIAL AND 
AR E IN ACCCRDANCE WITH AR 800-188 AND SR 6Q0-IS8-I. 



DATE 



SIGNATURE 



15. THIS REPORT HAS 



INCLOSURES. f Insert "O" il appropriate). 



16. DATE ENTERED ON DA FORM 66 
PERSONNEL OFFICER'S INITIALS 



DA, DC? S3 6 7-3 



REPLACES DA ADO FORM 87-2, I SEP 9 0, 
WHICH WILL BE OBSOLETE »l OCT »*■ 
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RATED OFFICER'S NAME AND SERVICE NUMBER 



SECTION II ESTIMATED DESIRABILITY IN VARIOUS CAPACITIES 

•thttitMtft* which you wm id desire rhe refed oHietrto ihv* under you in Mch type of duty described balow. Piece an X in tha proper boa. 
Jch item in term* Appropriate to ratad officer's grodo and branch. Uaa tha UNKNOWN column only if tha notura of your contocta mokes it ii 
ticeble for you to molio on aatimota of hia probable uaafuinaaa in a particular oaaionmant. Marking UNKNOWN doaa not ponoliia tha rotad officar. 
RATER IMOORSER 

Zli 0 0 0 CD xQ AcMMMfij*. uni*. a :i|Q CD 0 CD CD 

□ □ >□ B B □ .□ □ □ 

person, or tachnicion. 



Coo* 



P! □ “CD iD ID c **^.”* 

iQiiCD °0 iCD °0 .CD oc*~f«>~n»*'» inatructinn. 

* iiDij. * * * Serve in o capacity involving contocta with other services, allied 

2 ( {: in *.[~J o[_J - LJ "l_J ^ fote«*» or civilian* • o.g., joint boards, contract negotiations, raaarva £ 

x jTTT:: j — w — i- — Z — J — component*, ote. 



»C 20 ;□ 

I I ^1 I .^n *1 I <f 1 6 Repcea 



out on oaaignmont involving mostly odminiatrotivo duties. 

n aQ ;□ *Q 0 ^*P<*«««** your wivw^mAmo i«« 

O * I 1 > [ 1 a! I I 4 I I 3 PH ..Moke doc i arena and take action in your noete during your abaonce • 

• LJ I — > LJ I — I I H o.g., oct aa yaur deputy. 

::::: t> 

***) : n □ □ Q «□ I Bo reapanai bio in an emergency requiring forceful leader ah ip. 

1 □ □ □ □‘□jSSir, 



C ID 

0 iBIaSQ 
IBiDSD 

jc:::::: * u 0 z 

g IO *Ds D -GsO 
H 10 □*□*□*□ 

1 10 □ □ □ □ 



!□ 

;□ 

o 

:□ 

Id 

la 

!□ 

30 

;□ 



j IO □ □ □ 0‘0 



Comment an end/ or clarify above rating* if nec os aery 



* For lac/vrfca/ end e<*nlni of relive service*, orotmH, interpret tfii * to on eon menagerie/ reeponeiONiflee comm ensure/* with eoimneid 



SECTION 111 PERFORMANCE OF DUTY 

oc 

C’ i-flng only afficara af hii grade, branch, and about ^ ]*( 

the . -me time in grada, rata the officer on performance of ^ CX 

hia duty oaaignment. Rood oil descriptions and piece a K q 

heavy X in the boa opposite boat description. ^ Z 

7. Eaceia eny other officer I know in performance of thia duty, 

6. Outatonding performance of thia duty found in very few , — , — , 

afficara. □ Q 

S. Very fino porformonco of auch a notura thot thia officer ia o i — i i— t 

diatmet osaot to tho aorvico. i J i_ I 

4. Perform a thia duty in o competont r dependobla manner. QJ 

3. Porforma thia duty occeptobiy. | | 

2. Barely adequate in porformonco of thia duty. | j [~] 

!« Inadequate in performance of this duty. I | 



SECTION IV PROMOTION POTENTIAL 

Conaidoring officer* of hi* grade, branch, ond about tho some 
time in grada, what ia your opinon of thia efticor'a pro* 
motion potential 9 Place a naovy X in tha boa oypaaita boat 
doacripf ion. 

6. One of tho lew exceptional officara who should bo con* 
aidorod for mare rapid promotion than hia coniomparortes. 
5. Should give on outstanding porformonco whan promoted ta 
next higher grade. 

4. Should givo o competent ond dependable performance when 
promatod to next higher grade. 

3. Should givo o foiriy odequata performance af duty when 
promoted to next higher grodo. 

2. Ho* net yet demonstrated potential for promotion to next 
•** grodo. Noeds more time in present grodo. 

V. reached tho highest grodo iavoi ot which satisfactory 
porformonco should bo expected. Should not bo promoted. 



□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 



□ 

□ 

□ 

c 

□ 

□ 



SECTION Y OVER-ALL VALUE 

What is your aatimota af the rated officer'* over -oil value to 
tho service? Compote him with officer a of the some grode, 
branch, ond about the tome time in grade. Place a heavy X 
in tho box opposite boat description. 



8. Tho moat outatonding officer I know. 



7. On# of the few highly outatonding officers I know. 



6. A very fine officer who is o greet asset to tho service. 



S. A competent, dependable officer of distinct value to tho 
service. 



4, A typically affectiva officer. 



3. An accoptoblo officer whoso value is limited in some 
respect*. 



2. An officer who performs occoptably in a limited range of 
assignments, but who could easily bo replaced. 



I. An officer who is not of tho caliber that one should reason* 
ably expect in an officer. 



□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 

□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 

□ □ 
□ □ 
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APPENDIX F 



DA FORM 67-4 



IMPORT ANT : TME PREPARATION OP AN EFFICIENCY REPORT IS A SERIOUS RESPONSIBILITY. EACH INDIVIDUAL WILL TAcF TME SAME PAINSTAklNO CARE IN 
THE PREPARATION OF TME EFFICIENCY REPORT FOR MIS SUBORDINATES THAT ME WOULO EXPECT MIS RATING OFFICER TO TAKE IM TMe PREPARATION 
WN EFFICIENCY REPORT. ALL ENTRIES WILL EE TRUE AND IMPARTIAL AND MAOC IN ACCORDANCE WITH AR <2M0S 


SECTION 1 - PERSONAL OATA OF OFFICER BEING RATEO 


1. LAST NAM* - FtMST MAMC - MIOOLC INITIAL ’ J. SCNVICC NUMBER 


i 


1 OATE OF RANK | CM AOC 


Is. an a r*c h 


1 










_L 


e asic 

i 1 


OETAil 


•. UNIT. OMOAN1XATION. AND STATION 


T. 

PERIOO 






FROM 


TO 


OUT Y OAY* OThEM 
O A Y 1 




OP 


OAY 




MONT N 


YEAR OAT MONTH iYEAR 


J 






SfPORT 








1 I 






D'JTV ASSIGNMENT FOR HATED 

1. Bury mat 1 A ii T HOiirrB BMBt * nm nurv iuiba ’ 11 uajqh ibbi 


PERIOO 
r irt mai rt i 


LlTirt fDaicriCiT 







<0. OESCRIPT >OM OF DUTIES PERFORMED 



SECTION II . REASON REPORT BEING RENOERED 



REASON (Chmck On*) 



3 * SIS (Chick On*) 



PCS MATEO OFFICER 
' OT MEM (SpmcHr) 



OAILY contact 



CNM«GE OUTT MATEO OFFICER 

(Fnpl*n » in lit ) 



FREQUENT OOSEMV ATlO M 



INFREQUENT OSSEMVATION 



CHANGE OUT Y MATING OFFICCM 



MCCOMOS ANO REPORTS 



SECTION III - OESCRIPTION OF RATEO OFFICER ANO COMMENTS 



Comments will reflect your appraisal of (his officer and will emphasize strengths, weaknesses, behavior, personality, character or other qualities which dis- 
tinguish this officer. Comment will be made as to officer's present physical ability to perform in time of war the duties required by his grade and branch. 

•«. PATINO OFFICCM ~ 



IS INOOMSING OFFICCM ^ , 00 1*0 T KNO * T nE RATEO OFFICEM FELL ENOUGH TO COMPLETE THIS MCPOMT. 



IS. 


t”’ 






RATING OFFICER 


INDORSING OFFICER 


0ATE 

] 


signature of mating officer oate 

; 1 

i 


SIGNATURE OF INDORSING OFFICER 

| 


mating OFFICER’S T YPEO MAMC. GRADE. SERVICE NUMB EM , IMANCM. ORGANIZATION lNOORSiNG OFFICER’S T YPEO NAME. GMAOE. SERVICE nuNIEh, «R A NC *, ORG ami Z AT 10 N 

A NO OUTY ASSIGNMENT ANO OUTY ASSIGNMENT 


IS. 


reviewing officer - paragraph i%c. ar civics mas been complied with 


OATE 

r 

l * 1 


REVIEWING OFFICER’S T YPEO NAME. GMAOE. SERVICE MUMMER BRANCH. ORGAMIZA* 
TION ANO OUTY ASSIGNMENT 


Signature of reviewing officer 


IS. 

This MEMORY mas 


ZO. OATE EMTCREO ON OA 

FORN M 

INCLOSURES. (In**r1 "O'* It •ppropr/Af* ) 


J1. PERSONNEL OFFICER’S INITIALS 



DA 67- 4 



OFFICER EFFICIENCY REPORT 

(AH 61J tOI) 
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R ATCO OF FICER* mAMC ano UHVICI NUUtM 



SECTION IV . ESTIMATEO PERFORMANCE OF OTHER DUTIES 



• the level at whicb the rated officer would perform in each type of duty described below by indication for each item the appropriate number shown in 
!«t ,-etformancw Legend. Tbe Performance Legend contains six steps with each step indicating a level of performance. Consider each item in terms appropri- 
ate to rated officer’s grade and oranch. Use tbe UffKNOWN ({INK ) only if the nature of your contacts makes d impracticable for you to make an estimate of his 



probable performance in a particular assignment. Marklog UNKNOWN does not penalize the rated officer. 



performance legend 



UNK - UNKNOWN 



0 - UNSATISFACTORY 



l - SATISFACTORY 



2- VERY SATISFACTORY 



3 - EXCELLENT 



4 . SUPERIOR 



5 - OUTSTANDING 



RATER INDORSER 



a. commano a t a ct ic a t_ unit 



S. COMMANO A NON* T ACTIC AC UNIT 



SERVE AS A STAFF OFFICE* 



NATE* (Spacrff tfp a oi Suit Duty) 



INDORSE* (Specify type of Suit Duly) 



it. SERVE AS AN INSTNUCTOA 



SERVE IN A CAPACITY INVOLVING CONTACTS WITH OTNC* SERVICES ANQ'OR AGENCIES OF TnE U. S. GOV 



I. SE*VE ABAOAO IN AN ASSIGNMENT NEOUINING CONTACT WITH FOREIGN FO»C6S ANO/O* FONEIGN GOvE*NMENTS 



||. SE*ve WITH RESERVE COMPONENTS 



ft. SERVE IN AN ASSIGNMENT REQUIRING APPRECIATION OF GOOO PUBLIC RELATION* 



i. Carry out am assignment i 



WOLVING MOSTLT AOMI NISTR A Tl VE OUTIES 



/. SERVE IN AN ASSIGNMENT REOUIRINC EXPRESSION EIThER WRITTEN or ORAL 



SECTION V . TRAITS. QUALITIES ANO CHARACTERISTICS 


SECTION VII * PROMOTION POTENTIAL 


Study carefully the listed attributes which apply in some degree to all officers. 
Designate in order of priority, as Ml. M2 ana MS the three attributes which 
ape the MOST PRONOUNCED in the rateo officer. If considered appropriate a 
maximum of four additiooal MOST PRONOUNCED attributes may be indicated 
as M: Attributes which are cutsidered to be LEAST PRONOUNCED in the 
rated officer may, if considered Appropriate, oc irtoicateu as L. 


Considering only officers of his grace, branch, and about the same time in 


gt«ie. whiu is your opinion of this officer'., promotion potential^ Place a 
heavy X in tha box opposite oest description. A recent promotion or a branch 
transfer requires a comparison with other officers under similar circum- 
stances. 


a. ASLE to influence mo oirtct others 


RATER 


INDORSER 


ONE Of TNE few EXCERTiONAL OFFICERS WNO 
4. SNOULO 3E CONJIOEREO FOR MORE RARIO 
PROMOTION Than Nli CCNT EMROR ARIES. 


RATER 


INDORSER 










0- “"LL GROUNOEO ANO IN FORME 0 






S RRACT1CAL OECISiCNS 






, should GIVE an OUTSTANOINC PERFORMANCE 
when PROMOTEO TO THE next HICNER GRAOe. 






d. SOUNO JUOGEMENT ANO COMMON SENSE 






W. COURAGE OF MIS CONVICTIONS 






. SNOULO GIVE A SURERIOR RERFORMANCE 

WHEN PROMOTEO TO THE NEXT HIQNER GRAOE. 






t. STRONG INITIATIVE 






i- ACCEPT* RESPONSIBILITY 






, SHOULO GIVE AN EXCELLENT PERFORMANCE 
‘ WHEW RROMOTEO TO The next higher GRaOE. 






h- GETS ALONG WELL WlTN PEOPLE 












SHOULC GIVE a VERY SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE 
z ‘ WHEN PROMOTEO TO TNE NEXT HIGHER GRAOE. 






/• loyal to superiors 












. SHOULO GIVE A SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE 
' WHEN PROMOTED TO the NEXT HIGHER GRAOE. 






1. ALWAYS SeT* THE EXAMPLE 






m. OELEGATES AUTHORITY 






Q HAS REACHEO THE HIGHEST GRADE 
COMMENSURATE with ABILITY 






n. loyal to SUBORDINATES 






SECTION V| . PERFORMANCE OF PRESENT DUTY 


SECTION VIII - OVERALL VALUE TO SERVICE 


CoTisioenng only officers of his grade, branch, and about the some time tn 


Considering officers of the dome grade, branch, ano about the same time in 


grade, rate the otficer on performance of his duty assignment. Reaa oil de- 
scriptions -mo place a heavy X in the box opposite oest description. 


grade, what is your estimate of the rated officer’s overall value to the serv- 
ice? Pl.are a heavy X ir. tl.e box opposite best description. 


oy tst anoinc performance of this outv founo 

■ IN VERY FEW OFFICERS 






AN OUTSTANOING OFFICER OF RARE VALUE TO THE 
V SERVICE 






4. PERFORMS THIS OUTY IN A SUPERlOn MANNER 






A SUPERIOR OFFICER OF GREAT VALUE TO THE 
*' SERVICE. 






3. PERFORMS This OUTr in an EXCELLENT manner. 






AN EXCELLENT OFFICER OF OISTINCT VALUE TO TNE 
1 SERVICE. 






PERFORMS THIS OUTY IN A 
' VERY SATISFACTORY MANNER. 






A VERY SATISFACTORY OTF-CCR WHOSE VALUE TO 
*• THE SERVICE is L. MIXED IH SOME RESPECTS. 






1. PERFORMS THIS duty in a satisfactory manner. 






A SATISFACTORY OFFICER WHOSE value to TNE 
• SERVICE IS LIMITEO IN many RESPECTS. 






r- 

. informs this ouTy in an unsatisfactory 
' manner. 






AN UNSATISFACTORY OFFICER OF NC VALUE TO THE 
9 SERVICE. 
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PART IV • PERSONAL QUALITIES (Rmmd P*m<mN 2 id. AR *73-103) 


PART V* APPRAISAL OP QUALIFICATIONS 
(Rood para prop/) ?/a. AR U2J-/0J) 


1 • '-O 


genre e 


IN AOEOW AT e NANCINAL BEL0» AVCNAGe AVCNAOe Aiove AVCNAOe EXENPLANY 


runner 


.0 .1 .2 4 .4 -S 


ouTies 


NATEN 


INOONSCN 


N ATEN 


INOMUR 


a ADAPTABILITY (Ad)mmtm t* now or changing mltmmtianm * atraaaaa; ftoara op msdor praaawa) 


«. CONN ANO A TACTICAL UNIT 










A CORO NOW-TACTICAL UNIT 








. 


L anbition rsaoda and wa/comoa addt/tonaf and nor* Important raaponalft/l/llaa) 


C. ST AT F 

UNIT (V) 
GENERAL (O) 
ON 

JOINT (J) 


1 PERSONNEL 


( ) 


( ) 




• C appearance |'P*«Mm« mtlltmtf ft waring and 4a naat. aai art, and val/'|raan«d) 


| INTEL. 


{_ ) 


( ) 




. U COOPEN AT ION {Workm in harmony with othmtm mm m faam matnftar) 




( ) 


( 1 


1 


. la. OCNCNOAaiLlTT fC<N*aiataAl4r aceonpiiaAaa dmmirmd mciionm with mmniomm tuptfrlimi) 


LOGISTICS 


( ) 


( ) 


1 


. j/. ENTHUSIASM (Motiwmtmm othmrm fty him xaa/) 


N a O 


< ) 


( ) 




jf. Expression (B*pr***m* htm**H eimmrtr and comet mm ly Pat* ormlly and in amiin*; 


CONPT 


f ) 


( ) 




V rONCCfCficdii me lion* rtgerommiy) 


<*■ SPECIAL STAFF 

NATEN (Specify) 








, ji. INGENUITY fr inda mIiiMnu N pro 6/ana rmgmrdlmmi ot ohmtmelmm ) 




|/. initiative CTaAaa nacaaaarr and appropnata ac#4on on ft/a own) 


1 NOONS eN fSPOCltr) 








[ A intelligence Mcqtriraa taKnr/adga and graapa cowapu rmmdily) 




. U. judgement tT*lR*a logically and maJraa practical dac4a/<wa) 


•• specialist 

NATEN (Spmcttr) 




:::•{•! iifL'ir.rh 




. •* LOTalty ("Rartdara /a/t/tfa/ and *r4//4ng aupport to a«por4ora mid auftordfnalaa) 




Jit monal COUNACe (A* fa //actual hcnmmtT, willing**** to atand up and fta cotnitd) 


inoonscn fspoct/y; 




A set.r-oiSCiPt.iNe (conduct* himmmlt in accord arte a with accaptod Hmdmrdi J 




PL seLF-impnovenEnt (T«Apb action to impran him mm If) 


A WlTN OTNEN US FONCES 
ON AGENCIES 








[ q. SOCIABILITY rP«(lop«tN Irmwly and ualfy U» mocimi and coovrutltr aci/mtaa) 




ir. $T amin a CPtWonu auec«i«/uJJy w%dmr pnrfracfad phymlctl and manta/ atraaa) 


g. «1TN rONE ON BONCES 

ON govennncmts 








i a. Tact f$«ra or dooa whmr i* appropriate adt/toof 44 ring imnooaoaory o//onaa) 




{<• UHOCSITANOINO MppadflJoi «/ modlar parnn'* rtowpotnt) 


1*. INSTRUCTOR 








! ^-'<i SCORE 


< *ITN RESERVE COaaONFNTI 







nateo OFnciAi rare ano service runner 



PART Vt - OVERALL OEMOHSTR ATEP PERFORMANCE ANO CSTIMATEO POTENTIAL 'W— d pat. gratia 711 and 2Sg. AR *23-103) 



NATIMO 


EXPECTED Ot ST NIG 1ST ION OF »00 OFFICERS RATeO 


OVERALL DEMONSTRATED 
PERFORMANCE 

(t) 


ESTIMATED POTENTIAL. 

'J) 






•ATFN VALUE ^ 


-NCORSEN 


naten ! value | inoonscn 


•• outstanono 


• 96-100 j 


• 


10 


k EXCEPTION At. 


• , 90- Q 5 


• 


9 




till 


: so- 89 ! 




S [ 


c. SU P E N 1 ON 




. 70- 79 




! - 1 




nilitmiDmmtmiHimi 


| 60-69 | 




6 


d. EXCELLENT 


ttmmnmMitmmmm* 


50- 5 9 j 




5 j 


a. EFFECTIVE 


|. . Hiiiiimtil 


! 40-49 




i * j 


i no 


1 1 

30-39 




3 1 


t NANGINAL {) 


• JO - 29 


1 • 


; 2 i 


g- IN AOEOU A f l 


y 


• 10 - 19 


- 


. 1 


SCORE 




? 



Part vii . numerical value 

fWaad p-racrapA 2lh. AR 623105) 
(Scot** ta fta mnimrmd by ralar and Indotmmt. 
and anrt/iad ftp a p* norm ml otllcmr) 


PART VIII - AUTHENTICATION fRmwo paratfrap* 211. AR 67) 103) 


17. SIGNATUNC of NATEN 


OA T C 


SCONES 


TYPED NAME. GNAOC. BNANC'I. SCNVICE NJNICN. ORGANIZATION. ANO DUTY IJSCXNENT 


| 

PANT IV 


NATEN ! INOONSCN 

JJ 


PANT VI (i) 


L ___i_ 


IS. SIGNATUNC OF INOONSCN 


DATE 


PANT VI <1) 


I i 


TOTAL 


1 : 


TYPED NAME. GNAOE. 0NANCN, SERVICE NUNNCN. ORGANIZATION, ANO DUTY ASSIGNMENT 


COMPOSITE SCORE 





IS NCViC*EN SRm*d Smctlon VI. AR 67210$) nYNEVICF 



indicates no puntnen action 



_ PESULT> IN ACTION STATEO ON CONTINUATION INCET 



TNIS NE»ONT NAS __ 



'•CLOSURES. “O'* it approprtata) 



n. UATC ENTERED ON OA TUN N il 



*2. PERSONNEL OFFICER'S INITI ALS 



y | ftOvUNvMf PllRflHOI'U »*0 
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APPENDIX H 



DA FORM 67-6 



IMPORTANT) Tn£ PREPARATION OF AN EFFICIENCY REPORT IS A SERIOUS RESPONSIBILITY. EACH INOIVIOUAL WILL r »(£ THE SA*E P MnST A< INC 0 ARE In THE PREP- 
ARATION OP TNE REPORT POR MIS SUBORDINATES TNAT ME WOULD EXPECT MIS RATING OPPICER TO TAPE IN TmE PREPARATION OP MIS Own REPORT. ALL ENTRIES 
WILL BE TRUE ANO IMPARTIAL. REAO CAREFULLY REFERENCED PARAGRAPH IN AR 623- W3 BEPORE ATTEnPTING TO Fill OUT ANT IT£M 



PART I - PERSONAL OATA (Rem d paragraph 3-ia, AR 623- IOS) 



CAST NAME ■ FIRST NAME - MtOOL” INITIAL. 



h. SERVICE NUMBER 



1 GRAOE |e. 0 A T 6 of 



ilC QCTail 



6- UNIT. ORGANIXATION. STATION. AND MAJOR COMMAND 



PART II - RE PORTING PERIOD AND DUTT DATA YfieeP per* graph J-2fc. AR 62J-J05) 



*. pgrioo coveweo 


6. REASON FOR SUBMITTING REPORT (Check) 


c REPORT BASED ON (Check) 


RATER 


INOORSER 


PROM 


TO 




ANNUAL 


OAILT CONTACT 






OAY 


montn 


YEAR 


OAT 


MONTN jTCAR 
1 




cmanoe op rater 


FRCOUCNT OBSERVATION 








PCS RATEO OPPICER 


INPREOUENT OBSERVATION 






OUTT 0 AYS 


OTHER OATS 




CNANGE OP OUTT POR HATED OFFICER 


RECORDS ANO REPORTS 








OTNER (Spacily) 


OTNER (Specify) 







PART III ■ AUTHENTICATION (Read paragraph 3-7c. AR 623-lOS) 



SIGNATURE OP RATER 



b SI ON AT UR C OP INDORSER 



REVIEWER (Read chapter 3 . AR 623 - 103 ) 



MT REVIEW £3 'MOICATES NO FURTNER ACTION Pj RESULTS IN ACTION STATED ON INCLOSURES 



SIGNATURE OP RCVICWER 



± TNIS REPORT NAS 



iNCLOffURCS. ( Ineeti "0*» It ^tpropnoto) 



OA TC ENTEREO ON OA PQRn •• 



(PERSONNEL OFFICER'S INITIALS 



TO COMPLETE Parts IV vi. Vl|. vm IX, X, AND Xl. EVALUATE the rated OFFICER IN COMPARISON with OTHER officers of the same grade. 
SIMILAR EXPERIENCE, MILITARY SCHOOLING, AND TIME IN GRADE. ITEMS OESIGNATED BT ASTEPiSK REQUIRE EXPLANATION IN PART X!. 



Part IV . PERSONAL QUALITIES 'Rejd pjr««r«pA 4-3d. AR 623-103) 



NOT OB5ISRVEO 



N/O 



*. aoapt ability 'Adjusts to new or changing *i tuition*) 



b AM9ITION (Seeks and welcome*, within bound* ol military propriety, additional and more important rexpcn*i CwJitie* ‘ 



!c. APPEARANCE (Possesses military bearing and la naat. ftnart. and well-groomed) 



d. COO*ERATtoN (Works in harmony with othera am m lewi member) 



a OECISIVCNCSS (Ability ro reach conclusion* prompt tv and dectda a delmita course ot action ) 



OEPEN 0*B»L»TY rCnnaiarenr/y aeeo tnphahea deaned actiona t*nth minimum • upernaionj 



g. enthusiasm (Motivates others by hra keen interest and personal participation) 



h. FORCE (£*ecu(e* action* vigorously) 



inocnuity ( Creative ability in demaing 



to aolve probismet 



initiative (Takes necessary and apprepnal* action on hla omm) 



k. INTEGRITY f Adherence to principles o( honesty and moral Courage) 



INTCLLIOCNCC ('Acquire* knowledge and graapa concept* raadtty) 



m. JUOGMCNT (Thinks logically and makes practical deci atonal 



loyalty /Faithful and willing support to aupenora end aubordinsiem I 



o. moral COURAGE (Intellectual honesty, willingness to aland up and ba counted) 



p NON-OUTY CONOUCT r Keeps hi a peiaonal mllaira in order) 



q. SELP’OISC'PLINC (Conducts himself in accordance with tha highest standards ) 



l r. SELW-IMPROVEMENT (Takes action i o improve f 



i a SCLPLESSNESS ("Subordinate# hra personal welters to that ol tha organisation I 



Sociability (Participates freely and easily in *oCt*J and coirwmjauty activities* 



u. stamina ,* Perform* aucceaalutly under pmlrmcieo physical and mantat stress) 



tact (Says ot does what is appropriate without giving unnecessary olfanaa) 



w, tenacity rThe Will to o arsevere in taca ol obatmclea) 



nccrStano no 'Appreciation for I he needs and viewpoints ol othars ) 



DA ,2K“ 67.6 



REPLACES DA FORM S7-S, I AUG I), PHICN IS OBSOLETE. 



U.S. ARMY OFFICER EFFICIENCY REPORT 
For us* of mi* form, see AR 623-105: the proponent 
ogency is The Adtutont Generorc Office. 
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TTrtooT^'ce*! n«Nt. graoe. 

SERVICE KUMK *RQ now 



PA«T V . PUTT ASSIGNMENT PO* HATED PERIOD (Raag p ara graph 4-3a. AR 633- JOS) 



m. nmcwAL outy 



4 MAJOR A&TMTIOHAL OUTIES 



C. AUTM BRAOK 



PART VI . PERFORMANCE OP DUTY P ACTORS (Raad parag raph «.Jf. AR 623-IOS) 


PAST VIII • PROMOTION POTENTIAL 
f Surf patagta pA 4-JA. AR t2J-J03) 


OEOACE 


TOR SfCOHO MIOOLE »OURTN BOTTOM* NOT OBSERVEO 


RATER 


1MOORSER 


1 2 3 4 5 N/O 


R 


1 


R ROMO TE ANEAOOE CONTEMPORARIES 
(EXHIBITS CHARACTERISTICS WHICH 
SNOULG BRING HIM TO THE HIGHEST 
POSITIONS IN THE ARMY.] 






A- OUTLAYS a RROrESStONAL KNOWLEDGE Or ASSIONEO OUTIES 










k MANAGES RESOURCES EEEtCIENTLY ANO ECONOMICALLY 






C. ESTABLISHES ANO ACMIEVRS NI(JN STANOAROS Or RE REORMA MCE 






PROMOTE ALONG PITH 
CONTENROR ARIES 






4 ru Lr ILLS NIS RESPONSIBILITIES in TNE OEVELORNENT or SUBOROINATCS 






DO rot promote at this time* 






«. RLANS BEYONO TNE INN EOI ATE REOUIR EN ENTS Or AStlONEO OUTIES 






j DO ROT PROMOTE THIS OEEICER* 






f. OELEOATES AUTHORITY AS ARRRORRIATE 


PART IX . SCHOOLING POTENTIAL 
(Haag paragraph 4-3h. AR 623-103) 






A EXERCISES RRORER OEGREE Or SUPERVISION 






K COMMA NOS CONE IOENCE ANO RESPECT 




HIGHEST MILITARY SCHOOL 
COMPLETEO 






I. ACCEPTS PULL RESPONSIBILITY EOR NIS ACTIONS 


R 


» 


SENIOR SERVICE COLLEGE ANCAO OP 
CONTEMPORARIES 






/. WILLINGLY ACCEPTS ANO ACTS UPON SUGGESTIONS ANO CONSTRUCTIVE CRITICISM 










k. EXPRESSES MINSELP CLEARLY ANO CONCISELY ORALLY 






SENIOR SERVICE COLLEGE RITn 
CONTEMPORARIES 






f. EXPRESSES NIMSELE CLEARLY ANO CONCISELY IN ARITINO 






CGSC OR EOUIV ALERT AnEAOOE 
CONTEMPORARIES 






It MAINTAINS AN APPROPRIATE L EVE L OP PHYSICAL EITNESS 






CCSC OR EQUIVALENT RITN 

con r error a ri c s 




R. RA* CONCERN TOR TNE VELEARE Or SUBOROIM ATES 






HOT RECOMMENOEO EOR FURTHER 
SCHOOL IHO AT THIS TIME 


PART VII - DEMONSTRATED PERPORMANCE OP PRESENT DUTY (Raa4 paragraph 4-3g. AR 63J-J0S) 






HOT APNliC ABLE 


RATER 


INOORSER 








OTHER (Spacitr bmtom) 






PEREORMS THIS OUTY BETTER than any OTHER OEEICER 1 KNOB * 


RATER 






PEREORNANCE OE THIS OUTY coualeo by very e eb oeeicers 


INDORSER 






PEREORMS THIS OUTY BETTER TRAN MOST OEEICERS 


^ . ASSIGNMENT potential 

CHaaa paragraph 4-3h. AH 623-103) 






PEREORMS TRIS OUTY AS RELL AS MOST OEEICERS 


R [ 


i j 1 2 3 4 5* M/O 






PEREORNANCE OE THIS OUTY MEETS MINIMUM ST AMQARQS 




POTENTIAL EOR HIGHER LEVEL 
CONNANO 






PEREORMS THIS DUTY IN AN UNSATISE ACTORY MANNER * 




POTENTIAL EOR HIGHER LEVEL STAEP 



PART XI - COMMENTS <*••<* paragraph 4-31. AR 623-103) 



k IHOORSEN Q ' ** UNABLE TO EVALUATE TNI* OEEICEM EOR TNI rOLLOWIMO REAJOHl 



PART XII . OVER. ALL VALUE TO THE SERVICE (*"d paragr ,pf, 4-31. AR 623-103) 



. orricERS or this graoe 

NCNfOAHlNQ SIMILAR 

rUNCTlONS I cunnin tlt 
MATE OR 
IHOORSE 



RATER 



PLACEMENT Or OrriCERI (Enlmt • in appropnala group) 



■OTTOM STM 



k ranking or 


THIS OEEICER IN COMPARISON WITH ALL ARMY OEEICERS OE THIS SPAOE ANO BRANCH 1 AMOR NELL ENOUGH TO RATE 






RATER 


! j j | i i f j i 


! 


1 


% 


0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 


90 


100 


INDORSER 


— j 1 1 -t 1 1 1 1 1 


' I 


1 
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DA FORM 67-7 



• at **• tarm. m« AR *33-10* 



PAtl l-MRSONAl OAtA i RcuU pdro>-r.,pn t-2u AR &2J-J03I 



k UH 



. gHANO 



A. 1AST HAMC - f IRST NAMI - VIIOOLI INTTtAA 



> rur Month buy 



_ ^ / SBCARItR 

Auiir |£t>iw/<Ji AROOCOOC 



4 UNiT.CAGAM£ATtO*t. StAtlON AMO MAJOR COMMAMO 



JL COOtS <5/0.** 
Co-Wi 



*AtT • - « WOATlNa miOO AMO PUTT DATA I Read paragraph J-ib.AR &2J-IU3I 



a 


Penod Covered 




b. Reason for Submstung Report 


f Report Saved On 




1 Th?u —— 


RATfODUTT 

OAtS 




6. nonootv 

DAYS 






RATER 


YfAB ' MONTH ] 


1 4AY I V t AR j VCI.TH - AV 


L 1 


i j r i i 


(O.H0NBaT£D 
duty oays 




other oats 
s+ hi Total) 


> 


INDORSER 



a. tx Aamaiiow Of NCHi ATto ounr oays amo/O* oth£R DAYS t At Required) 



Pktn m - DOCtumONOR DUT«t I Read paragraph 4-34. AR 623-103) 



a. PnacipAJ Duty TUI* 

4. Special Cu«r Rrogrw Position Deng 



k. Duty MOS . 



BAiT IV - l*OmUONAL A1T»J*UT«I (Read paragraph 4-3, .AR 623 -tUb I 



a. CATER Comptrtt each foetnon. Ejpto.n m Na and * Seeds improvement responses in Ran iVb and. \f necessary, fart VU 



\ *nhw 
| IM*BOvtMCNT 

"itvvrsw 



I H3S this officer demonstrated moral and character strength? 



2. Did this officer demonstrate technical competence appropriate to his grade and branch? 



3. Did this officer state, as appropriate, his honest opinions and convictions'* (Not a ‘‘yes rrcan~) 

4. Did this officer seek responsibility ? 

5 Did this officer willingly accept full accountability for his actions and the aettons of his subordinates? 



6. Is this officer emotionally stable under stress? 



7. Is this officer's judgment reliable? 



8. Dkj this officer maintain effective two-wav communication with juniors, seniors, and peers? 



Did this officer demonstrate concern for the best interests of his subordinates? 



Did this officer contribute to the personal and proiessional development of his subordinates? 



Did this officer subordinate his personal interests and welfare to those of his organisation and subordinates? 



Did this officer's personal conduct set the proper example for his subordinates? 



Wa% this officer innovative in his approach to his duties and responsibilities? 



Did this officer demonstrate a breadth of pers pective and depth of understanding beyond the limit of his specific responsibilities? 
Did this officer keep himself phystcallv fit? 



Did this officer fulfill hts responsibilities concerning the Army’s Equal Opportunity Program? 



b. RATER gspUmanoa: Questions 



C. 100«SH Remarks o* a&ove qutsaonj, dertred. QmstioalS) 



BART V - DEMONSTRATED PStfOtMAMCC OS PRR5ENT OuTT .R-ad paragtach 4- if. AR *23-105) 



rater amo indorse* In my judgment, this officer s performance of duty was {place score in applicable uoxh 

Outstanding Superior Excellent Effective 

SCOW 67-57 <6-16 35 -it 

I 5 ! 3 [ZZZ 3 CZZ 3 



r 



* You «re required lo cue SBCCIWC examples or illuurjtionv m P-»n V I ( u* tuppon this rating. 



DA , jm, r» 67-7 ataiACts oa rotM 67-* i iam «4. which is cssoute 



US ARMY OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT 
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ratio owan last name and ssn 



P ART VI - POTCMTlAi (Read puragrapn *-ig. 4R 623-lQU 



a. RATER i Compute tuck gaetnort ui the tpact 
I. WlM did ttM officer do beu? 



1 to whet capeury or * 



• do you oeeeva iht* officer would make the greatest coombutioo to the Army? 



». tATi» amo Moottu jf j f u jj responsibility and authority, 1 would (place score in applicable box): 

Promote ihi* officer 



icon 

UTB 



30 

EZZ3 
3 



Promote (his officer to the 
oexl higher grade ahead 
of ha coatetnporane* 

29-24 

r zzn 



Promote thn 
officer with ha 



to the next higher 
grade behind hu 



23-8 



7-2 






* You are required to ait WOhC example* or illuitmioai in Part V|| 10 tupport tha rating. 



I -0 



CZZ3 



PART VII - COMMENTS (Read paragraph <-J*. A* 62J-I0J) 



a. RATE* Marroa+te 



b. INDORSER Scrrpurr evaluat'd* it mandatory aMttt tha provisions of paragraphs 2-2h and M|. A R 623-105 oppty. 



PARTVTR- tfPOCT SCORES 


PAJtT IX - AUTHENTICATION (Read paratmoh 3-2j. AH 623-105, 


a. SIGNATURE OP RATER 

! 


I TY«D NAM* (Last. fint. Mli 

1 , 


SSN 


PACT 


PATH 


indorser 


GfiAOC, BRANCH. ORGANIZATION. OUTV ASSIGNMENT 


| DATE 


V 










b. SIGNATURE Of 1 WORSE* 


TYPEO NAME l Util, firtl. Mil 


SSN 


VI 






GRADE, BRANCH ORGANIZATION. DUTY ASSIGNMENT 


OATS 


C utm , 


- 


b 






1 


c REVIEWER MV REVIEW INDICATES NO PURTHER ACTION ^ RESULTS in actions stated ON INC.OSLRES 


report sco** 




SAG NATURE OP REVIEWER 


TYPED NAME (Last, first. Mh 


SSN 


1. With indorse* <a-rbl 

2. Without INDORSER 12 <a i 


GRADE BRANCH. ORGANIZATION. OUTY ASSIGNMENT 


CATC 


Parr X . PERSONNEL OfWCE* <Rejd paragraph J-2k. IN 623-105 1 



a. OATE 
ENTERED 


b. RATEO OP* ICE R COPY /Check 
on* and date > 

■ , j. Given io officer 


e. poRwajjoing AOORESS (Rated Officer! 


d. 0AT£ RECEIveO 


ON 0A 




r. RATED OPPICER COPY 


FORM M 


[3 2. Forwarded to officer 
□ 3. Forwarded to indoncf 




P) 1. Given to officer 
(~~j 2- Forwarded to officer 


MhO 

INITIALS 


A Forwarded to reviewer 


| 


PH J. Returned to MPO 



GPO 1971 0-4/7-43/ 
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APPENDIX J 



DA FORM 67-8 



ilX mtVACY ACTrTATXMiVT 
(ts 04 mwv <7 1 



PAAT » * AOWWtTdtTIVf QA VA 



LAAt >«*Mi »'A«T MOOU •DlUk 



oTT» (K* 5 TmT 



• ftA '• DIMMt'IO# 
|ft»tC)AftT>t« , 



MS<« x«* CDO« 0*» A*t» lift inn rn n-il in 



At AMMM *Om IUKNUiO 



I *1 »tOO COVl«t3 



• MTIOOMiCUCV* I<M| 

* uvtN to o*«ietii 



□ 



□' 



«• TOOMO* 









PAMT l| - AUTHENTIC ATI 0*1 •Atw* m 



• MiriMx unwo official* o\iy 



j |4M*TU*| 

S3 



• S*«M O* /«*< J 



Sr**oa !*«<<•• o*o>fia«no*« owt» u ii ommi xt 
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APPENDIX K 
DA FORM 67-8-1 



OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT SUPPORT FORM 

For us* of this form. saa A R 623-105; prooooant aoeocy is US Army Military Parsonnal Cantar. 



Head Projacy Act Statement and instructions on Reverse before Completing this form. 



PART I 



RATED OFFICER IDENTIFICATION 
GRADS PR TnC I P A U O U T V TITLE 



NAME of RATED OFFICER (Last. First, Ml) 



organization 



PART It - RATING CHA.N - YOUR RATING CHAIN FOR THE EVALUATION PERIOO IS: 



RATER 



NAME 



GRADE 



POSITION 



INTERMEDIATE 

RATER 



grade 



POSITION 



SENIOR 

RATER 



grade 



POSITION 



RATED OFFICER S SP ECl ALT! ES/MOS 



DUTY SSI/MOS 



PART III — RATED OFFICER (Complete a. b and c below for thts rating period i 



a. STATE YOUR SIGNIFICANT OUTIES AND RESPONSI8I Li T lES 



b. INOiCATE YOUR MAJOR PERFORMANCE OSJECTIVES 



C. UST YOUR SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTIONS 



(Signature and Date) 
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DA 67-8-1 



PART IV - RATER AND/OR INTERMEDIATE RATER ( Review and comment on Part Jii a, 6, and c above. 
Insura remarks are consistent u nth y our performance and potential evaluation on DA Form 67— 

A. RATER COMMENTS (Optional) • 



SIGNATURE AND OATE (Mandatory) 

b. INTERMEDIATE RATER COMMENTS (Optional! 



SIGNATURE AND OATE ( Mandatory > 

DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974 (5 U.S.C. 552a) 

T. AUTHORITY: Sec 301 Title 5 USC; Sec 3012 Title 10 USC. 

2. PURPOSE: DA Form 67—8, Officer Evaluation Report, serves as the primary source of information for officer personnel 
management decisions. DA Form 67—8—1, Officer Evaluation Support Form, serves as a guide for the rated officer’s perform- 
ance, development of the rated officer, enhances the accomplishment of the organization mission, and provides additional 
performance information to the rating chain. 

3. ROUTINE USE: DA Form 67—8 will be maintained in the rated officer’s official military Personnel File (OMPF) and 
Career Management Individual File (CMIF). A copy will be provided to the rated officer either directly or sent to the 
forwarding address shown in Part I, DA Form G7— 8. DA Form 67—8—1 is for organizational use only and will be returned to 
the rated officer after review by the rating chain. 

4 . DISCLOSURE: Disclosure of the rated officer’s SS AN (Part I, DA Form 67— 8) is voluntary. However, failure to verify 
the SSAN may result in a delayed or erroneous processing of the officer’s OER. Disclosure of the information in Part IIIc, 

DA Form 67—8—1 is voluntary. However, failure to provide the information requested will result in an evaluation of the 
rated officer without the benefits of that officer’s comments. Should the rated officer use the Privacy Act as a basis not 

to provide the information requested in Part IIIc, the Support Form will contain the rated officer’s statement to that effect 
and be forwarded through the rating chain in accordance with AR 623—105. 



INSTRUCTIONS 

PART I: Identification — Self explanatory. 

PART II: Rating Chain — The personnel officer or appropriate administrative office will fill in information based on 
the commander’s designated rating scheme. 

PART Ilia: Rated Officer Significant Duties and Responsibilities — State the normal requirements met in your specific 
position as well as any important additional duties. Address the type of work required, rather than frequently changing 
specific tasks. 

PART 1 1 lb: Rated Officer Major Performance Objectives — List the most important tasks, priorities, and major areas of 
concern and responsibility assigned. This is an explanation of how you set out to accomplish the duties described in Ilia. 
Ideally these are planned goals that you will work toward in an effort to make a contribution to the accomplishment of the 
organization mission; however, they may be in reaction to unpredictable changes. The objectives come from the following 
four categories. 

ROUTINE — Objectives that address the repetitive and commonplace duties that must be carried out. 

TTiese are duties that will produce less visible results, but will have serious consequences if not 
properly executed. 

PROBLEM SOLVING — Objectives that provide for dealing with problem situations. The objective 
should plan for or address potential problems so that time is available to deal with them without 
disrupting other objectives. 

INNOVATIVE — Objectives that create new or improved methods of operation in the organization. 

PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT — Objectives that further professional growth of an individual or 
his/her subordinates. 

PART Ulc: Rated Officer Significant Contributions — Describe the most significant contributions you made during the 
rating per iod . Thaw may have ia suppor. of Uw objectives established or may highlight other accomplish men u 
that you feel are important. 

PART IV: Rater and/or Intermediate Rater Review and Comment — Insure any remarks are consistent with your 
performance and potential evaluation on DA Form 67—8. Signature does not show concurrence with Part III 
but indicates that you have reviewed the rated officer’s portion of the form. 



bU.S. G.P.O. I 979-665-041 / 101 2 
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APPENDIX L 



DA FORM 67-8-2 



SENIOR RATER PROFILE REPORT 
OFFICER EVALUATION REPORTING SYSTEM 

vM el tftl* form, in A* 623-105. oroeofwM «eer»ey *» US A»my Milltenr ^•raennei C*ntw. 


PART 1 - ADMINISTRATIVE DATA 


•. name a+Mt, ftnu an 


b. SSN 


C. GRADE 


d. OATfc OF REPORT 


PART 21 - SENJC 


JR RATER PROFILE 





COL 


LTC 


MAi 


CRT 


2LT 

/tLT 


eta s' 
SON4 


WOI 

Seta 

































































































































TOTAL 

RATINGS 



HIGHEST 

I 

n 

m 

SaaaaaaaaaAAA 

mniimtlT 

wmiimwimmtmttMi 

ntttmtttttmttmimtmt 

itiitmtttti 

rot 

it 

i 

LOWEST 



TOTAL 

OFFICERS 



Part I provides identification and administrative data. 

Part II indicates specific senior rater rating history by number of reports rendered 
and number of different officers evaluated. 



DA 67-8-2 
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APPENDIX M 



NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL 



MONTEREY. CALIFORNIA - 93940 



IN REPUY REFER TO: 



NC4 (54Ah) / abh 
22 June 1982 



Department of Administrative Sciences 



From: Dr. John W. Creighton 



CPT Allan Hardy 
CPT Keith Harker 



To: All Questionnaire Recipients 



Subj : Explanation of Officer Evaluation Report (OER) 

Questionnaire 

1. The purpose of this memorandum is to request your 
assistance in a research project being conducted at the 
Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, California. We 
are interested in determining the perceptions of U.S. 

Army officers in the field concerning the value and 
effectiveness of the current Army Officer Evaluation 
Report (DA Form 67-8). The enclosed questionnaire is 
intended to gain the individual input of experienced 
officers in order to determine whether or not the cur- 
rent OER is a more accurate and practical evaluative 
tool than its predecessors. The survey will compare 

the responses of mid-level Army officers with the recent 
findings of the Department of the Army, as well as the 
results of earlier surveys. 

2. The questionnaire asks you for your personal feelings 
concerning various aspects of the current OER. Your 
responses will provide invaluable data for this research, 
and may ultimately prove very useful to DA. We assure 
you that your individual responses will remain confiden- 
tial. Only summary information will be used in this 
study . 

3. This entire questionnaire can be completed in less 
than 30 minutes. The success or failure of this project 
is totally dependent upon your response. Thank you 

for your cooperation. 



/ 



a A 





*** NOTE: Questions 1-7 are to be answered by 

circling or filling in your response. 



1 . What is your sex? Male 

Female 



2. What is your rank/rate? 

0-3 

0-4 

0-5 

3. What is your branch? 



4. What is your race? 

Caucasian 
Black 
Hispanic 
Asian-Amer ican 
Other 

5. What is your source of commission? 

Academy 

ROTC 

OCS 

Direct Commissiom 
Other 

6. Approximately how many OER's have you received 
under the current system (DA Form 67-8)? 

Less than 4 4-6 7-9 Greater than 9 

7. Approximately how many OER's have you completed 
as a rater or senior rater under the current 
system (DA Form 67-8)? 

Less than 5 6-10 11-15 16-2Q More than 20 



119 



NOTE: Questions 8-26 are to be answered 

by circling the number to the right of 

the question that most accurately describes ^ 

how you feel about the subject. o> 

00 

< 

>s 

rH 

00 

C 0) 
o <v 

U Jh 
4-> CO 
C/D < 



8. The development of the OER Support Form 
(DA67-8-1) has significantly aided me in 
measuring the rated officer f s performance 

9. I feel the OER Support Form (DA67-8-1) has 
helped to improve my performance through 
the objective and responsibility setting 
process . 

10. In most cases the rater is in a better 
position to evaluate officer’s 
performance than is the senior rater. 

11. By virtue of his experience and broader 
organizational persepctive the senior 
rater is in a better position than the 
rater to accurately assess an officer’s 
potential . 

12. I feel that if I do not receive all M l’s" 
in the rater’s numerical professionalism 
section of the DA67-8 (Part IV), it will 
greatly reduce my promotion opportunity. 

13. If I do not receive checks in the blocks 
’’always exceeds requirements” and 
"promote ahead of contemporaries" in 
the rater's performance and potential 
section of DA67-8 (Part V), it will 
greatly reduce my promotion opportunity. 

14. If I am not placed in the top box of 
the senior rater’s potential evaluation 
scale, I feel my chances for promotion 
are greatly reduced. 

15. Senior rater assessments of potential 
should compare the rated officer’s 
abilities with those of all'other 
officers of the same grade, regardless 

of branch, specialty or other considerat ions . 



5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 
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No Strong Opinion 
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16. I feel that selection boards viewing the 
current OER form place more emphasis on 
the senior rater's evaluation than the 
rater’s input, 

17. I feel that the rater’s performance 
narrative is the single most important 
part of the OER. 

18. I feel that inflation is not a problem 
with the current OER. 



5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 



19. I feel that the current OER has helped 
to reduce the inflation problem of past 
OER systems. 

20. I feel the present OER system is effective 
in identifying officers of little potential 
value to the Army. 

21. I feel the present OER system effectively 
identifies those officers having the 
greatest future potential. 

22. When acting as a rater, I feel that if I 
do not give the rated officer all "l's" 
in the rater’s numerical professionalism 
section of the OER (Part IV) , it will 
greatly reduce his promotion opportunity. 

23. When acting as a rater, I feel that if I 
do not check the blocks "always exceeded 
requirements" and "promote ahead of 
contemporaries" in the rater's performance 
and potential section of the OER (Block V) , 
it will greatly reduce the rated officer’s 
promotion opportunity . 



5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 
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No Strong Opinion 
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<0 
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*** NOTE: Questions 24 and 25 are to 

answered only if you have been a 
senior rater. Otherwise go directly 
to question 26. 



2 1 
2 1 

2 1 

*** NOTE: Questions 27 and 28 are to be 

answered by circling your response. 

27. In the last six months, how many times have 
you had discussions with your rater about how 
well you were doing in your job. 

None 1-2 3-4 5-6 Greater than 6 

28. I feel that the efficiency reports I have 
received under the current system have: 

Greatly overrated my abilities 5 

Slightly overrated my abilities 4 

Accurately portrayed my abilities 5 

Slightly underrated my abilities 2 

Greatly underrated my abilities 1 



24. I feel that by rating officers predominantly 54 3 

in the top box on the senior rater’s potential 
evaluation scale, I am in danger of losing my 
credibility as a rating official. 

25. When acting as a senior rater, I feel that 54 3 

if I do not place the rater officer in the 

top block of the potential evaluation 
scale, it will greatly reduce his promotion 
opportunity. 

26. I feel that the current OER, DA 67-8, should 54 3 

be replaced with a new report. 
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Strongly Agree 



29. from the following list of evaluation techniques 
select the one you would most prefer (Coded 1) 
and the one you would least prefer (Coded 2 \ 



Ranking . This technique requires* the 1 isting of subordinate 
officers of equal grade, in order from highest to lowest, 
according to relative quality of performance. 

Nomination . This technique requires the rater to identify 
the best and worst group of performers from among all 
rated subordinate officers of equal grade. For 
example, a rater with 10 subordinate officers could be 
required to identify the top 20% or 2 officers and 
bottom 20% or 2 officers, leaving the middle 60% 
unidentified. 

Poin t Allocation . This technique requires the rater to 
allocate a fixed number of points among all of his 
subordinate officers of equal grade with the best 
performer receiving the most points. For example, 
with 1000 points to allocate among 10 subordinate 
officers, the rater could give the best performer 
250 points, the next best 200 points and so on until 
lie has exhausted the 100 points, or he may give all 
10 subordinate officers 100 points each. 

Forde d Choice . This technique requires the rater to 
choose a specified number of criteria that best 
describe the rated officer. For example, a rated 
officer must be evaluated on managerial style and 
manner by selecting one of the following: Constructive, 

Supportive, or Creative. 

Narrative Reports . This method could take several forms. 

The report could be completely unstructured with the 
rater providing his evaluation of a rater officer 
in free essay form. In another adaptation, an unrestricted 
narrative addendum could be attached to a standard evalua- 
tion form such as was done on DA Form 67-7 

Weighted Scores or Weighted Check List . Tin's technique pre- 1 2 

sents the rater with a large number of statements des- 
cribing various types and levels of behavior relating 
to job success. Each of these statements has a different 
relative value or is weighted. These relative values are 
unknown to the rater but are known to DA Boards and Mana- 
gers. The rater selects those statements which best 
describe the rated officer. 

Global Scored Reports . This technique utilizes a form 1 2 

on which the rater and indorser record their overall 
assessment of performance and/or potential in terms of 
a single global score as was done on DA Form 67-7. 

Forced Distribution . Current system. 1 2 

30. Please use the back of this page for any additional comments you 
may have relating to this questionnaire or the Army's 0ER system. 
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1 2 
1 2 

1 2 
1 2 



Most Prefer 
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